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FILENO. 171041 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEl 
11/6/17 

ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 
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Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis iand uses, including, 

among other things, adult use cannabis retail, M~dical Cannabis Dispensaries, 

delivery-only services, manufacture of can!'labis products, cannabis cultivation, and 

cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning 

districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical 

Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and I 
operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited! I· 
the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; ami--6) 1 

create a limit of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses. in 

any combination. in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial 

District: and 7) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning 

Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

making findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of 

Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare 

findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes a.re in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough l\ri~I font. . 
Asterisks (* * * *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code 
subsections or parts of tables. 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings. 
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1 (a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this 

2 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

3 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of 

4 Supervisors in File No. 171041 and is incorporated herein by reference, The Board affirms 

5 this determination. 

6 (b) On October 19, 2017, the Planning Commission, in Resolutio.n No. 20029, 

7 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance., 

8 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

9 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

1 O the Board of Supervisors in File No. 171041, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

11. (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will 

12 serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning 

13 Commission Resolution No. 20029, and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by 

14 reference. 

15. 

16 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 102, 202.2, 

17 204.3, 209.1, 209.2; 210.3, 303, 303.1, 312, 703, 710-726, 728-734, 750-764, 803.2, 803.3, 

18 810-818, 840-845, 890.52, 890.54, and 890.111; adding Sections 190 and 890.125; and 

19 deleting Sections 739-742, 745, and 748, to read as follows: 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 102. DEFINITiONS. 

* * * * 

Agricultural Food, Fiber and Beverage Processing 1._An Industrial use that involves the 

processing of food stuffs, agricultural~ and beverages with a low potential for 

noxious fumes, noise,_ and nuisance to the surrounding area,_ including but' not limited to 

· Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 bottling plants, breweries, dairy products plant, malt manufacturing or processing plant, fish 

2 curing, smoking, or drying, cereal manufacturing, liquor distillery, manufacturing of felt or 

3 shoddy, processing of hair or products derived from hair, pickles, sauerkraut, vinegar, yeast, 

4 soda or soda compounds, meat products, and fish oil. This use does not include the 

5 processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating conditions outlined in Section 

6 202.2(d),_ 

7 

8 Agricultural Food, Fiber and Beverage Processing 2._An Industrial Use that involves the 

9 processing of food stuffs, agricultural products film's, and beverages with a high potential for 

1 O noxious fumes, noisel. and nuisance to the surrounding areal. including but not limited to a 

11 flour mill,,:_ sugar refinery,,:_ manufacturer of cannabis products or extracts that are derived by using 

12 volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 7-Manufacturer 2, as defined in 

13 California Business and Professions Code. Division JO); and facility for wool pulling or scouring. 

14 This use does not include the processing of wood pulp, and is subject to the operating 

15 conditions outlined in Section 202.2( d):. 

16 

17 Agriculture. A Use Category that includes Industrial Agriculture. Neighborhood Agriculture, 

18 and Large-Scale Urban Agriculture, and Greenhouse. 

19 

20 Agriculture, IndustrialGreenliouse. An Agricultural use that involves the cultivation of plants 

21 .for wholesale sales or industrial usesinside a gkJss building. This use includes, but is not limited to. 

22 plant nurseries and cannabis cultivation operations, and is subject to the location and operating 

23 conditions listed in Section 202.2(c). For the cultivation of cannabis, this definition includes all 

24 cultivation pursuant to state license types that allow for indoor and/or mixed-light cultivation with up 

25 
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1 to 22, 000 sq. ft. of canopy. This definition does not include accessory structures located in a 

2 required rear yard that cornply with Section 136(c)(22) o.fthis Code. 

3 

4 Agriculture, Large-Scale Urban. An Agricultural Use that is characterized by the use of 

5 land for the production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, &- donated, or 

6 otherwise not used or consumed by the operator of the premises that occur: (a) on a plot of land 

7 one acre or larger or (b) on smaller parcels that cannot meet the physical and operational 

8 standards for Neighborhood Agriculture. This use is subject to location and operational 

9 conditions outli_ned in Section202.2(c) ofthis Codeand does not include any cannabis-related use 

10 or any other agricultural activities, including the cultivation of cannabis for personal use. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Agriculture, Neighborhood. An Agricultural Use that occupies less than one acre for the 

production of food or horticultural crops to be harvested, sold, or donated and complies with 

the controls and standards herein. The use includes, but is not limited to, home, kitchen, and 

roof gardens. Farms that qualify as Neighborhood Agricultural ttUse may include, but are not 

limited to, community gardens, community-supported agriculture, market gardens, and 

private farms. Neighborhood Agricultural uUse may be principal or accessory use. This use 

is subject to location and operational conditions outlined in Section 202.2(c) o.fthis Codeand 

does not include any cannabis-related use or any other agricultural activities, including the 

cultivation of cannabis for personal use. 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail. A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and 

cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale or provision of cannabis 

for medicinal use. Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City's . . 

Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable. A Cannabis Retail 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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establishment may only be operated by the holder of (a) a valid license from the State of California 

(License Type I 0-Retailer. as defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division I 0) 

and (b) a valid permit from the City's Office of Cannabis. This use is subject to op<:rating and 

location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a). 

* * * * 

Industrial Use. A Use Category continuing the following uses: Agricultural and Beverage 

Processing I and 2, Automobile Wrecking, Automobile Assembly, Food Fiber endBcvcrege 

Processing 1 end2, Grain Elevator, Hazardous Waste Facility, Junkyard, Livestock 

Processing 1 and 2, Heavy Manufacturing 1,_2, and 3, Light Manufacturing, Metal Working, 

Power Plant, Ship Yard, Storage Yard, Volatile Materials Storage, and Truck Terminal, 

* * * * 

Laboratory. A Non-Retail Sales and Services Use intended or primarily suitable for 

scientific research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized 

facilities and/or built accommodations that distinguish the space from Office ·uses, Light 

Manufacturing, or Heavy Manufacturing. Examples of laboratories include the following: 

(a) Chemistry, biochemistry, or analytical laboratory; 

(b) Engineering laboratory; 

(c) Development laboratory; 

(d) Biological laboratories including those classified by the Centers for Disease 

Control (CDC) and National Institutes of Health (NIH) as Biosafety level 1, Biosafety level 2, 

or Biosafety level 3; 

(e) Animal facility or vivarium, including laboratories classified by the CDC/NIH as 

Animal Biosafety level 1, Animal Biosafety level 2, or Animal Biosafety level 3; 

{f) Support laboratory; 

(g) Quality assurance/Quality control laboratory; end 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(h) Core laboratory:-; and 

(i) Cannabis testing facility (any use requiring License Type 8-Testing Laboratory, as 

defined in California Business and Professions Code, Division 10). 

* * * * 

Manufacturing, Light. An Industrial Use that provides for the fabrication or production of 

goods, by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for resale off the 

premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or processing of previously 

prepared materials. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities 

usually involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the followir:ig fabrication 

or production activities. as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code 

Manual as light manufacturing uses:· 

(a) Food processing; 

(b) Apparel and other garment products; 

(c) Furniture and fixtures; 

(d) Printing and publishing of books or newspapers; 

(e) Leather products; 

(f) Pottery; 

(g) Glass-blowing; 

(h) Commercial laundry, rug cleaning, and dry cleaning facility; & 

(i) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical, and 

optical goods; watches and clocks:-; or 

(j) Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without the use of 

volatile organic compounds (any use requiring License Type 6-Manufacturer 1. as defined in 

California Business and Professions Code, Division I 0). 
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It shall not include Trade Shop, Agricultural and Beverage Processing 1or2, or Heavy 

Manufacturing 1, 2, or 3. This use is subject to the location and operation controls in 

Section 202.2(d). 

* * * * 

· Medical Cannabis Dispensary. An Institutional Healthcare Use that is either (a) a 

cooperative or collective operating under the authority of a permit issued by the Director of Health 

under Article 33 ofthe Health Code. or (b) a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer as defined in Police Code 

Section 1602. A Medical Cannabis Dispensary Usedefined in Section 3301(/) ofthe San Francisco 

Health Code, ·which is permitted only if it meets the conditions listed in Section 202.2(e). 

* * * * 

Service!/ P;J.rcel Delivery. A Non-Retail Automotive Use limited to facilities for the 

unloading, sorting, and reloading of local retail merchandise for heme deliveries. including but 

not limited to cannabis and cannabis products, where the operation is conducted entirely within 

a completely enclosed building, including garage facilities for local delivery trucks, but 

excluding repair shop facilities. Where permitted in PDR Districts, this use is not required to 

be operated within a completely enclosed building. 

* * * * 

Wholesale Sales. A Non-Retail Sales and Service Use that exclusively provides goods or 

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storag.e. This use includes 

cannabis distribution (any use requiring License Tvve I I-Distributor, as defined in California 

Business and Professions Code, Division 10). It shall not include a nonaccessor,; storage 

warehouse. 

* * * * 

SEC.145.4. REQUIRED GROUND FLOOR COMMERCIAL USES. 

* * * * 
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Reference for 

Commercial, 

Neighborhood 

Commercial, and 

Residential- Commercial 

Districts 

* * * * 

102 

* * * * 

Table 145.4 

Reference for Mixed Use Use 

Districts 

.. 

* * * * * * * * 

890.125 Cannabis Retail 

* * * * * * * * 

13 SECTION 190. CONVERSION OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES TO CANNABIS 

14 RETAIL ESTABLISHMENTS. 

15 (a) An establishment that either holds a valid permit from the Department of Public Health · 

16 to operate as a Medical Cannabis Dispensary as ofthe effective date ofthe ordinance in Board File 

17 ~Ni~o·'====~("DPH Permittc;d MCD") or that submitted a complete application for such 

18 a permit by July 20. 2017 and receives such a permit from the Department.of Public Health 

19 ("Grandfathered MCD") shall be deemed a Cannabis Retail Use on Januarv 1. 2018 or on 

20 the date it receives its permit from the Department of Public Health. whichever is later.~ 

21 convert to a Cannabis Retail Use \Vithout obtaining Conditional Use authorization or seeking 

22 Mandatory Discretionary Review, by obtaining a building permit authorizing the change of 

23 use. Such permits are subject to neighborhood notification pursuant to Sections 311 and 

24 312, if applicable. 

25 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page8 



1 ~DPH Permitted Grandfathered MCD converting to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant to 

2 this Section 190 is not subject to the locational restrictions for Cannabis Retail set forth in Section 

3 202.2(a). 

4 &In order for a DPH Permitted MCD to convert to a Cannabis Retail Use pursuant 

5 to this Section 190, a completed application for the change of use must be submitted to the 

6 Department of Building Inspection no later than June 30, 2018, and a first approval by the 

7 Planning Department or Planning Commission must be received on or before December 31, 

8 2019. An application will be deemed to have received its first approval from the Planning 

9 Department or Planning Commission i.vhen that body issues its decision, regardless of 

1 O whether any appeal or lawsuit is subsequently filed. challenging any City approval related to 

11 the application. 

12 wte1All other applications {or a change of use ftom a DPH Permitted MCDMedical 

13 Cannabis Dispensary Use to a Cannabis Retail Use shall be subject to the zoning controls for the 

14 district in which the DPH Permitted MCDMedical Cannabis Dispensary is located 

15 ~!~ This Section 190 shall expire bv operation of!aw on January I, 2020. Upon its 

16 expiration, the City Attorney shall cause this Section 190 to be removed ftom the Planning Code. 

17 

18 SEC. 202.2. LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS. 

19 (a) Retail Sales and Service Uses. The Retail Sales and Service Uses listed below 

20 shall be subject to the corresponding conditions: 

21 * * * * 

22 (5) Cannabis Retail A Cannabis Retail establishment must meet all o(the following 

23 conditions: 

24 

25 
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(A) A Cannabis Retail establishment must apply for a permit fi'om the Office of 

Cannabis pursuant to Article 16 ofthe Police Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning 

Department. 

(B) The parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located within 

g_6001000600-foot radius of a parcel containing an existing School, public or private, unless a 

State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that different radius shall apply. 

In addition, the parcel containing the Cannabis Retail Use shall not be located •1.1ithin a 300 

f-oot radius of a parcel for which a valid permit from the City's Office of Cannabis for a 

Cannabis Retailer or a Medicinal Cannabis Retailer has been issueda Cannabis Retail Use 

shall require Conditional Use authorization if there are more than two other existing 

Cannabis Retail establishments or Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. in any combination. 

within a -1,-000600-foot radius of the proposed site. There shall be no minimum radius ftom a 

Cannabis Retail Use to an existing day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority 

specifies a minimum radius, in which case that minimum radius shall apply. 

(C) Cannabis may be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to 

authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis as applicable. 

* * * * 

(c) Agriculture Use. The Agricultural Uses listed below shall be subject to the 

corresponding conditions: 

(1) Agricultural Uses, General. 

Any plot of land that exceeds 1,000 square feet and is newly establis~ed shall comply 

with the applicable water use requirements of Administrative Code Chapter.63. Pursuant to 

Section 63.6.2(b) of the Administrative Code, no permit for any site where the modified land 

area exceeds 1,000 square feet shall be issued until the General Manager of the Public 

Utilities Commission has approved the applicable landscape project documentation. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

(3) Industrial Agriculture. 

Cannabis must only be grown within an enclosed structure. 

(d) Industrial Uses. The Industrial and PDR uses listed below shall be subjed to 

the corresponding conditions: 

(1) Heavy Manufacturing 1, Metal Working,_ and Agricultural Feed, Fiber, 

and Beverage Processing 1 and 2. These uses are required to operate within a 

completely enclosed building, with no opening, other than fixed windows or exits required by 

law, within 50 feet of any R District; No noise, vibration, or unhealthful emissions shall 

extend beyond the premises of the use. 

* * * * 

(e) Institutional Uses. The Institutional Uses listed below shall be subject to the 

corresponding conditions: 

(1) Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Medical Cannabis Dispensar~ Uses 

are required to meet all of the following conditions: 

(A) 4._Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall apply for a permit from 

the .Department of:Public HealthO(fice of Cannabis pursuant to Section 330 4Article 16 of the San 

Francisco HealthPolice Code prior to submitting an application to the Planning Department. 

(8) The parcel containing the Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall 

not be located within a 6001000600-toot radius oflest; than 1, 000 fcetjnJm a parcel containing 

the grounds o.fa use primarily servingpersons under 18years o.fage and which consists ofthe 

following: an existing School, public or private, or a Public Facility, Community Facility, or Private 

Community Facility; unless a State licensing authority specifies a different radius, in which case that 

different radius shall apply. In addition, the parcel containing the Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary Use shall not be located within a 300 foot radius·of a parcel for 'Nhich a valid 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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21 

permit from the Citj"s Office of Cannabis for a Cannabis Retailer or Medicinal Cannabis 

Retailer has been issued.a Medical Cannabis Dispensary shall require Conditional Use 

authorization if there are more than two other existing Cannabis Retail establishments or 

Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. in any combination. within a 4,00Q600-foot radius of the 

proposed site. There shall be no minimum radius from a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use to an 

existing day care center or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum 

radius. in which case that minimum radius shall apply. Smoking on the premises of a Medical 

Cannabis Dispensary Use located within 1000600 feet of a School, public or private, or a 

Public Fecility, Community Facility, or ~°rivate Community Facility thatprimarily serves persons 

under 18years <?fage is not permitted. 

-----(C) If medical cannabis is smoked on the premises, the dispensary 

shall provide adequate ventilation •.vithin the structure such that doors and/or windo•Ns are 

not left open for such purposes resulting in odor emission from the premises; Cannabis may . 

be consumed or smoked on site pursuant to authorization by the Citv's Office of Cannabis 

as applicable. 

* * * * 

(h) Cannabis-Related Uses. Except as otherwise specified in the Code, there shall be no 

minimum radius from a cannabis-related Use to an existing School, public or private; day care 

center; or youth center unless a State licensing authority specifies a minimum radius, in which case 

that minimum radius shall apply. 

22 SEC. 204.3. ACCESSORY USES FOR USES OTHER THAN DWELLINGS IN C, RC, M, 

23 AND PDR DISTRICTS. 

24 (a) Commercial1-and-Residential-Commercial1 Districts PDR. and M Districts. No use 

25 shall be permitted as aAn ff4ccessory uUse to a lawful pfrincipal or cConditional uUse in-tmy 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 12 



1 Commercial or Residential Commercial District which is subject to involves or requires any o.f the 

2 following limitations: 

3 ( 1) Floor Area Limitations. The 'blSe o.fmere An Accessory Use cannot occupy more 

4 than one-third of the total floor area occupied by such use. any additional accessory uses. and 

5 the pPrincipal or eConditional uUse to which it is accessory, except in the case of accessory 

6 off-street parking or loading;=-,__ or 

7 (2) Noise and Vibration Limitations. Any noise, vibration, or unhealthful 

8 emissions may not extending beyond the premises of the use. 

9 (3) Limitations on Cannabis Retail Accessory Uses. The sale of cannabis as an 

10 accessory use is subject to any applicable limitations or regulations imposed by the Office of 

11 Cannabis. Cannabis Retail is not permitted as an Accessory Use unless the Cannabis Retail 

12 establishment holds a permit ftom the City's Office of Cannabis specificallypermitting Cannabis 

13 Retail accessory to another activity on the same premises. 

14 (b) PDR and M Districts Specific Controls. }lo use shall be permitted as an accessery 'blSe 

15 to a lawful principal er conditional 'blSe in any PDR or }.!District that invelves or requires the 'blSe of 

16 more than one third (1/3) of the tetaljloor area eccupied by such use and the principal or 

17 conditional 'blSe to ·which, it is accessery, except in the case ofaccessory retail, off streetparking, and 

18 leading. Multiple PDR uses within a single building or development may combine their 

19 accessory retail allotment into one or more shared retail spaces, provided that the total 

20 allotment of accessory retail space per use does not exceed what otherwise would be 

21 permitted by this Section 204.3. 

22 (c) C, M, and PDR Districts Specific Controls. An antenna or a microwave or satellite 

23 dish shall be permitted in, C, M,_ and PDR Districts, except PDR-1-B Districts, without regard 

24 to the height of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish and without regard to the 

25 
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proximity of such antenna or microwave or satellite dish to any R District, if the fqllowing 

requirements are met: 

(1) the antenna or dish will be used for the reception of indoor wireless, 

microwave, radio, satellite, or television broadcasts for the exclusive benefit of the residents 

or occupants in the building on which the facility is placed; €Ind 

(2) the antenna or dish is an accessory use to a lawful principal or conditional 

(3) the antenna or dish shall comply with any applicable design review criteria, 

including but not limited to any applicable design review criteria contained in the Wireless 

Telecommunications Services Facility Siting Guidelines. 

* * * * 

SEC. 209.1. RH (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE) DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

Table 209.1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RH DISTRICTS 

Zoning Category §References RH-1(D) RH-1 RH-1(S) RH-2 RH-3 

* * * * 

gricultural Uses* §§ 102, 202.2(c) c c c c c 

' . iculture Industrial -102 202.2 c 

! • 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) p p p p p 
25 Neighborhood 
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SEC. 209.2. RM (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED) DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

Table 209.2 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR RM DISTRICTS 

Zoning Category § References RM-1 RM-2 RM-3 RM-4 

* * * * 

' 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural Uses* §§ 102, 202.2(c) c c c 

Agriculture, Industrial ~~ 102, 202.2cc2 NP NP NP 

Agriculture, 
§§ 102, 202.2(c) p p p 

Neighborhood 

* * * * 

SEC. 210.3. PDR DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

Table 210.3 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE FOR PDR DISTRICTS 

Zoning § References 

Category 

* * * * 
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NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES 

* * * * 

Agricultural Use Category 

Agricultural §§ 102, 

Uses* 202.2(c) 

Agriculture, 
§ 102 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Industrial Use Category 

* * * * 

Agricultural 

... %ed iGher 
§§-102, 

and 
202.2(d) 

Beverage 

Processing 1 

Agricultural 

i12eed iGher 
§§-102, 

and 
202.2(d) 

Beverage 

Processing 2 

Institutional Use Category 

* * * * I . * 
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I * * * * I * * * * I * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Medical §§ 102, . NP.P (1) NFP (10) NPP (9) NPP (1) 

Cannabis 202.2(e) 

Dispensary 

* * * *' * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Sales and Service Category 

Retail Sales 

and Service 
§§ 102, 

p (1) p (10) p (9) p (1) 
202.2(a) 

Uses* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§'102, p (1)(21) p (10)(21) p {9)(21) p (1)(21) 

202.2(a2 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

(21) Cannabis Retail is only permitted where (a) the Cannabis Retail establishment holds a valid 

Cannabis Micro business permit ftom the City's Office of Cannabis, and (b) the Cannabis Retail Use 

occupies no more than 113 ofthe total floor area occupied by the PDR and Cannabis Retail Uses on 

the premises. 

SEC. 303. CONDITIONAL USES. 

* * * * 

(~) Affordable Housing Bonus Projects. The purpose of this Section is to ensure 

that all HOME-SF Projects under Section 206.3 and all Analyzed State Density Bonus 

Program Projects under Section 206.5 are reviewed in coordination with priority processing 

available for certain projects with greater levels of affordable housing. While most projects in 

the Program will likely be somewhat larger than their surroundings in order to facilitate 

higher levels of affordable housing, the Planning Commission and Department shall ensure 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 that each project is consistent with the Affordable Housing Bonus Design Guidelines and 

2 any other applicable design guidelines, as adopted and periodically amended by the 

3 Planning Commission, so that projects respond to their surrounding context, while still 

4 meeting the City's affordable housing goals. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

(2) Exceptions. This subsection ~t)(2) shall not apply to State Analyzed 

p,rojects. As a component of the review process under this Section 303(~t), the Planning 

Commission may grant minor exceptions to the provisions of this Code as provided for 

below, in addition to the development bonuses gra.nted to the project in Section 206.3(d). 

Such exceptions, however, should only be granted to allow building mass to appropriately 

shift to respond to surrounding context, and only when the Planning Commission finds that 

such modifications: (1) do not substantially reduce or increase the overall building envelope 

permitted by the Program under Section* 206.3; and (2) are consistent with the Affordable 

Housing Bonus Design Guidelines. These exceptions may include: 

* * * * 

(F) Where not specified elsewhere in this subsection (~t)(2), 

modification of other Code requirements that could otherwise be modified as a Planned Unit 

Development (as set forth in Section 304), irrespective of the zoning district in which the 

property is located. 

* * * * 

(3) Additional Criteria. In addition to the criteria set forth in subsection (c)(2), 

the Planning Commission shall consider the extent to which the following criteria are met: 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(F) whether any existing commercial or retail use9 has been 

designated, or is eligible to be designated, as a Legacy Business under Administrative Code 

~section 2A.242; or is a formula retail business. 

* * * * 

(w) Cannabis Retail. 

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use. in 

addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the 

geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City. the concentration of 

Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis Dispensarv Uses within the general proximity of the 

proposed Cannabis Retail Use. the balance of other goods and services available within the 

general proximity o[the proposed Cannabis Retail Use. any increase in youth access and exposure to 

cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed measures to 

counterbalance any such increase. 

(xl Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. 

With respect to any application for the establishment of a new Medical Cannabis 

Dispensarv Use. in addition to the criteria set forth in subsections (c) and (d) above. the 

Commission shall consider the concentration of Cannabis Retail and Medical Cannabis 

Dispensarv Uses within the general proximity the proposed Medical Cannabis Dispensarv 

Use. 

SEC. 303.1. FORMULA RETAIL USES. 

* * * * 

(c) "Retail Sales or Service Activity or Retail Sales or Service Establishment." 

For the purposes of this Section 303. 1, a retail sales or service activity or retail .sales or 

service establishment shall include the following uses,_ whether functioning as a principal or 

accessory use, as defined in Articles 1, 2, 7, and 8 of this Code: 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Tourist Oriented Gift Store§§ 102, 890.39;-and 

Non-Auto Vehicle Sales or Rental §§ 102, 890.69;-; and 

Cannabis Retail§§ 102, 890.12S 

* * * * 

SECTION 312. PERMIT REVIEW PROCEDURES FOR ALL NC AND EASTERN 

NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

(c) Changes of Use. 

(1) NC Districts. In NC Districts, all building permit applications for a change of 

use to1. o~ the establishment ot the tallowing uses shall be subject to the provisions of subsection 

312(d) exceptas stated below: 

tm-Adult Business, 

Bar,. 

Cannabis Retail 

Child Care Facility, 

General Entertainment- . 

Group Housing, 

Limited Restaurant, 

Liquor Store, 

Restaurant, 

Massage Establishment, 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

Nighttime Entertainment, 

Outdoor Activity Area, 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Post-Secondary Educational Institution, 

Private Community Facility, 

Public Community Facility, 

Religious Institution, 

Residential Care Facility, 

Restaurant 

School, 

Tobacco Paraphernalia Establishment, & 

Trade Schoolshall be subject to thepro11isions ofSubsection 312(d); 

provided, hHowever, that-a change of use from a Restaurant to a Limited-Restaurant shall 

not be subject to the provisions of subsection 312(d). In addition, any accessory massage 

use in the Ocean Avenue Neighborhood Commercial Transit District shall be subject to the 

provisions of subsection 312(d). 

(2) Eastern Neighborhoods Districts. In all RED and Eastern Neighborhoods 

Mixed Use Districts all building permit applications for a change of use from any one land 

use category to another land use category or for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail or 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use shall be subject to the provisions of S~ubsection 312(d). For 

the purposes of this subsection (c), "land use category" shall mean those categories used to 

organize the individual land uses which appear in the use tables in Article 8, immediately 

preceding a group of individual land uses, and include theincluding but not limited to the 

following: Residential Use,;_ Institutional Use,;_ Retail Sales and Service Use,;_ 64ssembly, 

Recreation. Arts and Entertainment Use,;_ Office Use,;_ Live/Work Units Use,;_mMotor :vf"ehicle 

s~ervices uUse,;. Vehicle Parking Use,;_ Industrial Use,;_ hHome and b~usiness s~ervice Use,;_ 

or eother uUse. 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

SEC. 703. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT REQUIREMENTS. 

* * * * 

(d) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in Sections 204.1 

(Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in Rand NC Districts}, 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory 

to Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, 

Accessory Uses as defined in Section 102 shall be permitted when located on the same lot. 

Any use that does not qualify as an Accessory Use shall be classified as a Principal or 

Conditional uUse unless it qualifies as a temporary use under Sections 205 through 205.4 of 

this Code. 

No Use will be considered accessory to a permitted Principal or Conditional Use that 

involves or requires any of the following: 

* * * * 

(9) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set fOrth in Section 204.3(a){3). 

* * ·* * 

15 SEC. 710. NC-1-NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT. 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 710. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL CLUSTER DISTRICT NC-1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References Controls 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Greenhouse Agriculture, §§ 102, NP NP NP 

Industrial 202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, NP{4}!fil NP!fil NP 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Residential Care Facility § 102 p P(51) P(J:i) 

* * * * 

* ' * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) NP{,fil NP!fil NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Utility and Infrastructure* § 102 C(6J) C(62) C(62) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

(4) Permitted l'ri'ith DR ifthe }Jedical Cannabis Dispensaries can demonstrate to the Planning 

Department they were in operation as ofApril 1, 2005 and have remained in continuous operation 

and have obtained afinalpermit to operate by }.farch 1, 2008. 

(51) C required for 7 or more persons. 

(62) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 (6) C in Supervisorial District 4. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

SEC. 711. NC-2-SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 711. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-2 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * **** **** **** 

16 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

17 Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

18 * * * * 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * ·* * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail. 

* * * * 

5 * * * * 

* * * * **** **** **** 

§§ 102. 202(a) 

* * * * **** **** **** 

6 SEC. 712. NC-3-MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

7 * * * * 

8 Table 712. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT NC-3 

9 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 * * * * 

Zoning Category § References Controls 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NON-RESIDENTIAL USES Controls by Story 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

~~~~~~~--~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~-

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1st 2nd 3rd+ 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR DR 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 713. NC-5 - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 713. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT NC-S 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Zoning Category 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ References 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) &RNP 

Controls 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

uvoRNP 
.L'.L = NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

*. * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 714. BROADWAY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Greenho'btSeAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§§ 102, 

202.2(c) NP NP NP 
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Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

8 * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 SEC. 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

10 * * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

11 Table 715. CASTRO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

12 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

13 * * * * 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * *l_* 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORH.OOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 716. INNER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§102. 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 717. OUTER CLEMENT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Greenhous=eAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 718. UPPER FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

* * * * 

GreenheuseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

4 * * * * 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* *· * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * **** **** 

DR NP 

* * * * **** **** 

* * * * * * * * ·* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 719. HAIGHT STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; S_upervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

6 * * * * 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§fl02. 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 720. EXCELSIOR OUTER MISSION STREET 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning Category 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

9 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

**** **** 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

f11 }JED!CAL CA~VNABISDISPEIVSAIUES 

Controls: 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DRf111ll DRf111ll DRf111ll 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

(a) A },,/edice] Canrtabis Dispensary (UCD) seeking to lecate within 500 feet ofanother 

},1CD use may be allewed as a Conditimuzl Use; prmJided, however, that any mnendments to 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 regulations go-veming the proximity of an },{CD to another A1CD that are applicable to },1CDs 

2 City,vide shall apply in the Excelsior Outer }.fission }!CD and will supersede the condition use 

3 requirement contained in this Section 745. 1 

4 (b) Jn addition to the requirements of Planning Code Section 303, the Planning 

5 Commission shall approve the application and authorize the Conditional Use if the facts presented 

6 are such to establish that: 

7 (i) the }.{CD will bring measurable community benefits and enhancements to the 

8 Excelsior Outer }.fission Street }feighborhood Commercial District, 

9 (ii) the }JCD has prepared a parking and transportation management plan sufficient 

10 to address the anticipated impact a.fits patients, 

11 (iii) the }.{CD has demonstrated a commitment to maintainingpublic safety by 

12 actively engaging with the community prior to applying for the Conditional Use, including adequate 

13 security measures in the operation of their business and designating a community liaison to deal 

14 effectively ·with curi"ent and:future neighbor}wod concerns. 

15 (c) In addition to the abo-ve criteria, in regard to a Conditional Use authorization 

16 application, the Planning Commission shall consider the existing concentrations of}.1CDs ·within the 

17 District. 

18 (d) A }.fe.dical Cannabis Dispensary may only operate between the hour~ of8 am and JO 

19 pm:-

20 (e) A }.fedical Cannabis Dispensary may locate abo-ve ~hefirstjloor only if it shall be 

21 - accessible to per~ons ',11ith disabilities as required under the California Building Code. 

22 

23 (1) No more than three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries or Cannabis Retail Uses. in any 

24 combination. shall be permitted at any given time. 

25 (:6-1-l) OFF-SALE LIQUOR ESTABLISHMENTS 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Controls: 

2 (a) New Liquor Store uses with Type 20 or Type 21 ABC licenses are not permitted 

3 in the district; provided, however, that any use within the District with an existing Type 20 or 

4 Type 21 ABC license may obtain a new license, if required by the ABC, after it has been 

5 closed temporarily for repair, renovation, remodeling, or reconstruction. 

6 (b) Liquor Store uses may relocate within the district with Conditional Use 

7 authorization. 

8 (c) General Grocery, Specialty Grocery, and Liquor Store uses with off-sale alcohol 

9 licenses shall observe the following good neighbor policies: 

10 (i) Liquor establishments shall provide outside lighting in a manner sufficient 

11 to illuminate street and sidewalk areas and adjacent parking, as appropriate to maintain 

12 security, without disturbing area residences; 

13 (ii) Advertisements in windows and clear doors are not permitted, and no 

14 more than 25% of the square footage of the windows and clear doors of liquor 

15 establishments shall bear signage of any sort, and all signage shall be placed and 

16 maintained in a manner that ensures that law enforcement personnel have a clear and 

17 unobstructed view of the interior of the premises, including the area in which the cash 

18 registers are maintained, from the exterior public sidewalk or entrance to the premises. 

19 (~~ FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICE RESTRICTED USE DISTRICT (FFSRUD) 

20 . Boundaries: The fFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer includes, but is not limited to, properties., 

21 within the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District. 

22 Controls: Within the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial services are NP 

23 pursuant to Section 249.35. Outside the FFSRUD and its 1/4 mile buffer, fringe financial 

24 services are P subject to the restrictions set forth in Section 249.35(c)(3). 

25 (43i) C if a Macro WTS Facility; P if a Micro WTS Facility. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 36 



1 

2 SEC. 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Table 721. JAPANTOWN NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

15 * * * * 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * * * * * 

**** **** 

NP 

**** **** 

**** **** 

**** **** 
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1 

2 

3 SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

* * * * 

Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

17 * * * * 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * **** **** 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

20 * * * * 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * **** **** 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * **** **** 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * **** **** 

6 SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18· 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 Table 726. PACIFIC AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

6 * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 728. 24TH STREET-NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 728. 24TH STREET - NOE VALLEY NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

10 DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 Medical Cannabis 

2 Dispensary 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

8 * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

H 102. 202.2ca2 c 
* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

9 SEC. 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 729. WEST PORTAL AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(a) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

c 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 730. INNER SUNSET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5. 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

GreenhouseAgriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9.~l 02. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 731. NORIEGA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 * * * * 

2 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

3 Industrial 

4 * * * * 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

8 Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102, 202.2(c) NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102, 202.2(e) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§102. 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

SEC. 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Table 732. IRVING STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

GreenhouseAgriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

5 * * * * 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

c 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 733. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

4 GreenhouseAgriculture, 

5 Industrial §§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

6 * * * * 

7 

8 

9 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

10 Dispensary 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

. 19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL lVEIGHBORHOOD 

COMMERCL4L DISTRICT . 

* * * * 

Table 734. JUDAH STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5. 

6 

7 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

8 * * * * 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

c 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 739 . .ZVORIEGA STREET .ZVEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

The }loriegB Street ]'ileighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

Bnd includes the non residential currently zoned :Z'lC 2 propertiesfronting both sides o.f171loriegtl 

Street between 19th and 27th and 30th through 33rdAvenues. 

. The Districtpro';ides a selection of convenience goods and services for #ie residents o.fthe Outer 

S'Unset District There are a high concentration ofrestaurants, drawing c'USfomersfrom throughout 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 the City and the region. There are also a significant number of professional, realty, and business 

2 offices as well asfinanqial institutions. 

3 The }loriega Street }leighborJwod Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

4 development that is consistent ·with its existing land use patter718 and to maintain a harmony of uses 

5 that support the District's >Jitality. The building standards allow small scale buildings and uses, 

6 protecting rear yards abo>Je the ground story and at residential le·vels. Jn new development, most 

7 commercial uses are permitted at the first two stories, although certain limitations apply to uses at 

8 the second story. Special controls are necessary to preserve the equilibriurn ofneighborh.ood ser>Jing 

9 convenience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential lbability. To 

1 0 protect continuous frontage, drive up uses are prohibited and active, pedestrian oriented ground 

11 floor uses generally must be provided, unless such uses are authorized by Conditional [.lse. These 

12 controls are designed to encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and locctl fabrication and 

13 production a/goods. 

14 Accessory Dwelling Units arepermitted·within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(e)(4) ofthis 

15 Gede-: 

16 SEC. 740. IRVING STREET 2VEIGHBORHOOD COMAIERCL4L DISTRICT. 

17 The Irving Street Neighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborlwod 

18 and includes the non residential currently zoned I'lC 2 properties fronting both sides oflning Street 

19 between 19th and 27th Avenues. The District provides a selection of convenience goods and services 

2 O for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There are a high concentration of restaurants, drawing 

21 cu.stomersfrom throughout the City and the region. There are also a significant number of 

22 professional, realty, and business offices as well asfinancial institutions. 

23 The Ining Street }kighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

24 development that is consistent ·with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony e.fuses 

25 that support the District's vitality. The building standards allo-w small scale buildings and uses, 
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1 protecting rear yards abo'.JC the ground story and at residential levels. In new development, most 

2 commercial uses tire permitted at the first two stories, although certain limittitions apply to uses tit 

3 the second story. Specitll controls are necessary to preserve the equilibrium ofneighborhood serving 

4 convenience tlnd cornptlrison shopping businesses tlnd to protect adjtlcent residential livability. These 

5 controls are designed to encoumge the street's active rettlilfronttlge, and local fabrication and 

6 production e.fgoods. 

7 Accessory Dwelling []nits tlrepermittedwithin the districtpursutlnt to subsection 207(c)(4) e.fthis 

8 Gede:-

9 SEC. 741. TARAVAL STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMAIERCL4L DISTRICT. 

1 0 The TMaval Street P.leighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood 

11 ffrtd includes the non residential currently zoned }lC 2propertiesfronting both sides offoraval 

12 Streetfrom 19th through 36th Avenues. The Districtprovides a selection o.fconY.enience goods and 

13 services for the residents of the Outer Sunset District. There &e a high concentration o.frestaurants, 

14 drawing customersfrom throughout the City and the region. There are also ti significant number of 

15 pre.fessional, realty, tlnd business offices as ·well asfinancial institutions . 

. 16 The TMaval Street }leighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

17 development that is consistent with its existing ltlnd use patterns tlnd to maintain a harmony e.fuses 

18 that support the District's vitality. The building sttlndards allw,1 small scale buildings tlnd uses, · 

19 protecting re& yards above the ground story tind at residential le-vels. In new development, most 

20 commercial uses are permitted tit the first two stories, although certain limittitions apply to uses tit 

21 the second story. Special controls tire necessary to preserve the equilibrium e.fneighborhood ser-,,·ing 

22 convenience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. These 

23 controls are designed to encourtige the street's acfi',,·e retailfrontage, and local fabrication tind 

24 production efgoods. 

25 
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1 Accessory IAvelling Units are permitted ·within the districtpursuant to subsection 207(c)f1) o.fthis 

2 ~ 

3 SEC. 742. JUDAH STREET 1VEIGHBORHOOD COMAIERCL4L DISTRICT. 

4 The Judah Street }leighborhood Commercial District is located in the Outer Sunset neighborJwod 

5 and includes the non residential currently zoned IVG 2 propertiesfronting both sides o.fJudcth Street 

6 from 29th through 33rdAvenues. The Districtprof'ides a selection of convenience goods and services 

7 for the residents o.fthe Outer Sunset District. There are a high concentration o.frestaurants, drawing 

8 customersfrom throughout the City and the region. There are also a significant number of· 

9 professional, realty, and business offices as ·well asfinancial institutions. 

10 The Judcth Street Neighborhood Commercial District controls are designed to promote 

11 development that is consistent ·with its existing land use patterns and to maintain a harmony o.fuses 

12 that support the District's vitality. The building standards allow small scale buildings and uses, 

13 protecting rear yards above the ground story and at residential levels. Jn new development. most 

14 commercial uses are permitted at the fint two stories, although certain limitations apply to uses at 

15 the second story. Special controls are necessary to presen·e the equilibrium o.fneighborhood sening 

16 convenience and comparison shopping businesses and to protect adjacent residential livability. These 

17 controls are designed to encourage the street's active retailfrontage, and local fabrication and 

18 production afgoods. 

19 Accessory IAt·elling Units are permitted ·within the districtpur~uant to subsection 207(c) ('/) of this 

20 ~ 

21 SEC. 745. EXCELSIOR OUTER AIISSIONSTREET 1VEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCL4L 

22 DISTRICT. 

23 The Excelsior Outer }Jission Street _,_7\feighborJzood Commercial District is located along 1'.!ission 

24 Street between Alemany Boulevard and the San Francisco San }Jateo county line. Outer }Jission 

25 Street is mixed use, combining street fronting retail businesses on the groundjloor and housing on 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 upperfloors. The range e.fcomparison goods and services offered is v'aried and often includes 

2 specialty retail steres, restaurants, and neighborhood serving offices. The area is transit oriented 

3 and the commercial uses serve residents efthe €lrea as '1ttell as residents and v·isitor~from a<ijacent 

4 and other neighborhoods. 

5 The Excelsior Outer }.fission Street }leighborhood Commercial District is intended to provide 

6 · comenicncc goods tmd services to the swrounding neighborhoods as ·well as limited con'lparison 

7 shopping goods for a wider market. Housing development in new buildings is encouraged above the 

8 second stery. Existing residential units €ire protected by limitations on demolitions and upper stery 

9 conversions. Parking for residentit1l and commercial uses is not required. Buildings range in height, 

1 0 with height limits generally allowing up to four stories. Lots vary in size, generally small or medium 

11 sized with some ..,,,ery lerge parcels. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitt¢d within the district 

12 pursuant to subsection 207(c) (4) of this Code. 

13 SEC. 748. JAPAJVTOWNlVEI{;HBORHOOD COAIMERCL4L DISTRICT. 

14 The Japantown }'feighborhood Commercial District extends between Geary Boulev€lrd and Pest 

15 Streetfrom Fillmore Street to Laguna Street, the north side of' Post Streetfrom Webster Street to 

16 Laguna Street, and Buchanan Streetfrom Post Street to midway between Sutter Street and Bush 

17 Street. The character o.fthese streets is !€lrgely commercial, including large malls, although there are 

18 some r~identi&l units ti!Jo-v_e the ground story. Buildings arc typictilly two to four stories, ti/though 

19 there €Ire two taller hotels. Geary Boule',:ard; Fillmore Street, and Sutter Street are importantpublic 

20 transit corridors. the commercial districtpro'vides convenience goods and services to the 

21 surrounding neighborhoods as well as shopping, cultural, and entertainment uses that attract visitors 

22 from near and:far. 

23 The Japantown }kighborlwod Commercial District controls are designed te encourage and 

24 promote development that enhances the walkable, commercial character of this area and to support 

25 fts local and regional role. 11lew commercial development is required on the groundfloor and 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

permitted abo'y'f!. },/est neighborhood end 1Jisitor sening businesses ar-e strongly encouraged; 

including eating, drinking, and retail uses, as long as they do not create a nuisance. Less active 

commercial uses are encouraged ahol!e the groundjloor, along ·with housing and institutional uses. 

Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted v.iithin the district pursuant to subsection 20 7(c) (4) of this 

bede-:-

SEC. 750. NCT-1-NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 750. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT CLUSTER DISTRICT NCT-1 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

20 * * * * 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; SupeNisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

5 * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ I 02. 202.2(a) NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

6 SEC. 751: NCT-2 - SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

7 DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 751. SMALL-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-

10 2 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

22 **** 

23 

24 

25 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* . * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

**** **** 

**** **** 

**** **** 

9 SEC. 752. NCT-3 - MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

10 DISTRICT. 

11 

12 

. 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 752. MODERATE-SCALE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL 

TRANSIT DISTRICT NCT-3 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Table 753. SOMA NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * ·* 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture. 

Industrial 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * '!< * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

Page 58 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 754. MISSION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page59 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

1,1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Greenhouse Agriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§'.§102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 755. OCEAN AVENUE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

5 * * * * 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§102, DR NP 

202.2(e) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Cannabis Retail §§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 756. GLEN PARK NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 * * * * 

4 Greenhouse Agriculture. 

5 Industrial 

6 * * * * 

7 

8 

9 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

10 Dispensary 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 II 

19 II 

20 II 

21 II 

22 II 

23 II 

24 II 

25 II 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

SEC. 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 757. FOLSOM STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

NP NP NP 

15 * * * * 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23. 

24 

25 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary §§ 102, 202.2{e) DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 758. REGIONAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e2 DR DR 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a2 c c 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * 

* * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

* * * * 

SEC. 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 759. DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT 

* * * * 

* * * *· 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

18 * * * * 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

4 * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

9§ 102. 202.2(a) S::. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

5 SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

6 * * * * 

7 Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

8 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

9 * * * * 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Gr~enhouse Agriculture. 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * *. * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

6 SEC. 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

7 * * * * 

8 Table 761. HAYES-GOUGH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT 

9 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

10 * * * * 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e). DR 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

7 SEC. 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT DISTRICT. 

8 * * * * 

9 Table 762. VALENCIA STREET NEIGHBORHOOD TRANSIT DISTRICT 

10 ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

11 * * * * 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * *. * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(c) NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 Medical Cannabis 

2 Dispensary 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

8 * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(e) DR NP 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 202.2(a) 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

9 SEC. 763. 24TH STREET-MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

10 DISTRICT. 

11 * * * * 

12 Table 763. 24TH STREET -MISSION NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

13 DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

14 * * * * 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Greenhouse Agriculture, 

Industrial 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(c) 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102. 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 764. UPPER MARKET STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT 

DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Greenhouse Agriculture, §§ 102, 

202.2(c) Industrial 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Medical Cannabis 

Dispensary 

* * * * 

* * * * 

Cannabis Retail 

* *, * * 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§§ 102, 

202.2(e) 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

DR 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§f-102, 202.2(a) C 

* * * * * * * * 

NP NP 

* * * * * * * * 

NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

SEC. 803.2. USES PERMITTED IN CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS. 

* * * * 

No. 

* * * * 
803.2.75 

* * * * 

TABLE 803.2 USE CATEGORIES PERMITTED IN THE 

CHINATOWN MIXED USE DISTRICTS 

Section Number 
Zoning Control Categories for Uses of Use 

Defmition 

* * * * * * * * 
Cannabis Retail § 890.125 

* * * * * * * * 

24 (b) Use Limitations. Uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts are either permitted, 

25 conditional, accessory, temporary, or are not permitted. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

(1) Permitted Uses. All permitted uses in Chinatown Mixed Use Districts shall 

be conducted within an enclosed building, unless otherwise specifically allowed in this Code. 

Exceptions from this requirement are: accessory off-street parking and loading; uses which, 

when located ·outside of a building, qualify as an outdoor activity area, as defined in Section 

890.71 of this Code; Neighborhood Agriculture, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; 

Wireless Telecommunications Services Facility, as defined in Section 102 of this Code; and 

uses which by their nature are to be conducted in an open lot or outside a building, as 

described in Sections 890 through 890.140 of this Code. If there are two or more uses in a 

structure and none is classified under Section 803.2(b)(1)(C) of this Code as accessory, 

then each of these uses will be considered separately as an independent permitted, 

conditional, temporary,_ or not permitted use. 

* * * * 

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in 

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R Districts) and 204.5 (Parking and 

Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, a related minor use which is either necessary to 

the operation or enjoyment of a lawful pfrincipal uUse or eConditional uUse or is 

appropriate, incidental,_ and subordinate to any such use, shall be permitted in Chinatown 

Mixed Use Districts as an Cl4.ccessory uUse when located on the same ·lot. Any uUse not 

qualified as an a4_ccessory uUse shall only be allowed as a pfrincipal or eQonditional uUse, 

unless it qualifies as a temporary use under $ections 205 through 205.2 of this Code. 

No use in a Chinatown Mixed Use District will be considered accessory to a 

pfrincipal uUse which involves or requires any of the following: 

* * * * 

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set (Orth in 

Section 204.3(a)(3). 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

SEC. 803.3. USES PERMITTED IN EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS MIXED USE 

DISTRICTS AND SOUTH OF MARKET MIXED .USE DISTRICTS. 

* * i; * 

(b) Use Limitations. Uses in Eastern Neighborhood Mixed Use Districts and South 

of Market Mixed Use Districts are either Principally Ppermitted, Conditional, Accessory, 

temporary, or are not permitted. 

(1) Permitted Uses. If there are two or more uses in a structure, any use not 

classified below under Section 803.3(b)(1)(C) of this Code as a.Accessory will be considered 

separately as an independent permitted, eConditional, temporary or not permitted use. 

* * * * 

(C) Accessory Uses. Subject to the limitations set forth below and in 

Sections 204.1 (Accessory Uses for Dwelling Units in R and NC Districts), 204.2 (Accessory 

Uses for Uses Other Than Dwellings in R Districts);=-,_ 204.4 (Dwelling Units Accessory to 

Other Uses), and 204.5 (Parking and Loading as Accessory Uses) of this Code, an 

accessory use is a related minor use which is either necessary to the operation or 

enjoyment of a lawful pE.rincipal uUse or Conditional Use, or is appropriate, incidental,_ and 

subordinate to any such use, and shall be permitted as an a.Accessory uUse in an Eastern 

Neighborhoods Mixed Use District and South of Market Mixed Use District. In order to 

accommodate a pE.rincipal uUse which is carried out by one business in multiple locations 

within the same general area, such a4_ccessory uUse need not be located in the same 

structure or lot as its pE.rincipal uUse provided that (1) the a4_ccessory uUse is located within 

1,000 feet of the pE.rincipal uUse; and (2) the multiple locations existed on April 6, 1990-(the 

effective date o.fthis amendment). a4_ccessory uUses to non-office uses (as defined in Section 

890.70) may occupy space which is non-contiguous or on a different Story as the pPrincipal 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

uUse so long as the a4_ccessory uUse is located in the same building as the pfrincipal uUse 

and complies with all other restrictions applicable to such e4_ccessory uUses. Any use which 

does not qualify as an e4,ccessory uUse shall be classified as apfrincipal uUse. 

No use will be considered accessory to a pfrincipal uUse which involves or requires · 

any of the following: 

* * * * 

(vii) Cannabis Retail that does not meet the limitations set forth in 

Section 204.3(a){3). 

* * * '* 

SEC. 810. CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 810 

CHINATOWN COMMUNITY BUSINESS DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

Zoning Chinatown Community Business 
No. § References 

Category Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

r;.-

.75 Cannabis Retail H202.2(al, 890.125 c c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 811. CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT. 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

* * * * 

Table 811 

CHINATOWN VISITOR RETAIL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning 
No. § References Chinatown Visitor Retail Controls by Story 

Category 

1st 2nd ·3rd+ 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * 
* * * * * * * * * * * * . * * * * * * * * 

* * 

.75 Cannabis Retail 
§§ 202.2ca1, c c 
890.125 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 812 .. CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 812 

CHINATOWN RESIDENTIAL NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

* * * * 

Zoning 
No. 

Category 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 
Chinatown Residential Neighborhood 

Commercial Controls by Story 

1st 2nd 3rd+ 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* 

.75 Cannabis Retail §.§. 202.2ca2, c 
890.125 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * fk * 

* * * * 

SEC. 813. RED - RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 813 

RED- RESIDENTIAL ENCLAVE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

rr. ,, ___ -- n1 71.T- ·-· ........ ""' ............. '-' . ...... - ..... -- ' ................... ._,_. '.)' 

813.71 
Tndustrial Af!riculture 

* * * * * * * * 

813.74A Neighborhood Agriculture 

813.748 Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Residential 
§ References 

Enclave Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 227(a)I02 NP 

* * * * * * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ NP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * 

* * 
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SEC. 814. SPD- SOUTH PARK DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 814 

SPD - SOUTH PARK DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References South Park District'Controls 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

All Retail Sales and 

Services, Except for 
§§ 102. 890.104, 

814.31 Bars,_and Liquor P up to 5,000 sf per lot 
890.116 

Stores and Cannabis 

&JgjJ_ 

* * * * * * * * * * * * fk * * * 

814.75 Cannabis Retail ¢¢ 202.2(a) 890.125 C uv to 5 000 sf ver lot 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

'r.i_., ____ 7_ _ _ ____ n7 ___ ,_ 

i ........ -- "' - ,,,...) ...... "" .... "-~· 

814.74A iu;:,.;·:_-:,. Industrial § 227(a)l02 NP 

IA Priculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Neighborhood 
814.74B §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
814.74C §102~ c 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 815. RSD-RESIDENTIAL/SERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 815 

RSD - RESIDENTIAUSERVICE MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

All Retail Sales and Services which are not Office 

Uses or prohibited by § 803.4, including Bars, 
815.31 

Limited-Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis Retail 

and Personal Services 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

815.74A :ci. __ • .1.~ -:; ~ P!~ ...• H;,;,;·:;_. _, Industrial Agriculture 

815.74B Neighborhood Agriculture 

815.74C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Residential/Service 
Mixed Use District Controls 

§§ 102, P, pursuant to 

890.104 § 803.8(c) 

ri. * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ :J:J 7(€1) 10 2 NP 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 
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1 I* * * * 

2 * * * * 

3 SEC. 816. SLR- SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAURESIDENTIAL MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

4 * * * * 

table 816 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

SLR - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL/RESIDENTIAL MIXED USED DISTRICT 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

lA.11 Retail Sales and Services which are 

not Office Uses or prohibited by 

816.31 § 803.4, including Bars, Limited-

Restaurants, Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal Services 

* * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

,.., 7A~••n~ DT- _,_ JIL - Ind stria! 
'-1 -- ,,,,,.,..,. .......... :"'" '-'' ..L ·-.. """,.I. "'"' IJ'"" .)' u 

816.74A 
Azriculture 

816.748 Neighborhood Agriculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ References 

§{102, 890.104 

* * * * 

* * * * 

§ 227(a)l02 

§102~ 

Service/Light 
Industrial/ 

Residential Mixed 
Use 

District Controls 

p 

I* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

p 
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816.74C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture §102~ c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 817. SU-SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 817 

SU - SERVICE/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

A.II Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

Office Uses or 

prohibited by § 803.4, 

817.31 including Bars, 

Limited-Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal 

Services 

* * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ References 
Service/Light Industrial 

District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§§ 102, 890.104 p 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * ·* 
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Irr ,] __ -- T>1 ~ 

,~ ...... "' ............................... _... .... " 

817.74A "AT. . .)' Industrial § 227(a)l02 p 
v•• 

W flriculture 

Neighborhood 
817.748 §102~ p 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
817.74C §102~ c 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 818. SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 818 

SSO - SERVICE/SECONDARY OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

~II Retail Sales and 

Services which are not 

818.31 Office Uses or 

prohibited by § 803.4, 

including Bars, Limited-

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Service/Secondary Office 
§ References 

District Controls 

~ * * * * * * * 

§§102, 890.104 p 
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Restaurants, 

Restaurants, Cannabis 

Retail and Personal 

Services 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

"---- 7 -- -- nT 
- ·~- '-' ... ·-~ "'"' 

818.74A 11 r:: .. _ . -" Industrial § 227(a)102 

Af?riculture 

Neighborhood 
818.748 §102~ 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
818.74C 

~griculture 
.§102~ 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 840. MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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Table 840 

MUG - MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. oning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * fk * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
840.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Retail Sales and Services 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

6'6' 202.2(a). 
840.52 Cannabis Retail 

890.125 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

· Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7'T D ·1 ,., , ___ 
~ . - ............... "' ·-

840.87 n7 ..,. r_ ... 
~ ......... ., .... µ...,., .)' 

Tndustrial Af!Ticulture 

Other Uses 

* * * * fk * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

* * * * 

§ 227(a)l02 

'* * * * 

Mixed Use-General District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

' 
* * * * 

C. Subiect to size controls in Section 840.45. 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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6 

7 

Neighborhood 
840.978 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
840.97C 

~griculture 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ c 

* * * * * * * * 

8 SEC. 841. MUR- MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT. 

9 * * * * 

Table 841 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MUR - MIXED USE-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * 

841.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

'* * * * * * * * 

11.r __ n_,__~1 ,.., ___ .1-- ·-- n7 11.r_ 
'-' .... ---- .. -.. - -- ... ---.. -·~ '-' .... ..... .L ...... -

841.87 
Tndustrial Af!l'iculture 

Other Uses 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

§ 
Mixed Use-
Residential References 

District Controls 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 890.133 WP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * fk * * * 

.I' 

§ m(a)l02 p 
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* * * * * * * * * * * * fk * * * 

841.978 Neighborhood Agriculture §102~ p 

841.97C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture § 1 02:-B-fbf c 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 842. MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 842 

MUO - MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * 

842.36 Medical Cannabis Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

71T~- n-~-"1 r.!. •. -- .1 __ -- n7 .~ 11.T. ·-·-
...., .. --- ·-··· ........ - ,.,, - -·-- - .... ·-- ....... ,L .,,.,, ,,_,_.,, ~ 

842.87 
Tndustrial A f!riculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ Mixed Use-Office 
References District Controls 

* * * * [k * * * 

§ 890.133 WP 

* * * * * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§ 227(a)J02 p 

* * * * * * * * 
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17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22. 

23 

24 

25 

842.978 Neighborhood Agriculture § 10245(a} p 

842.97C Large-Scale Urban Agriculture §102~ c 

* * * * I* * * * * * * * I* * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 843. UMU - URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 843 

UMU-URBAN MIXED USE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. ~oning Category § References Urban Mixed Use District Controls 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
843.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

7t.T. ·- n -•-!T rt. 7 ___ ·-- --· 
'-''" ... _ -~ ..._. ~ ................. _ ........... 

843.87 vr __ :t ~u-.,., ::~ J Industrial 

IA Priculture 

Other Uses 

* * * * * * *· * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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* * * * 

§ 227(a)102 

* * * * 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 

I* * * * 
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23 
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Neighborhood 
843.978 §102~ p 

~griculture 

Large-Scale Urban 
843.97C §102~ c 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 844. WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 844 

WMUG - WSOMA MIXED USE-GENERAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

* * * * * * * * Ck * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
843.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * fk * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

~r~.~ n •7 r'.unn .1-- --
. ._,, --- ·-r ~ -- .. , .. ..,.,,,IJ'-"' -I 

844.87 Dl u. - L d tr' l 
·-··· ~ ~· uv• .J' n us ia 

Af!riculture 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ 227(a)I02 

WSoMa Mixed Use-Residential 
District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 
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Other Uses 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

844.97b Neighborhood Agriculture § 102:-#(af p 

Large-Scale Urban 
844.97c · §102~ NP 

Agriculture 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

* * * * 

SEC. 845. WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE-OFFICE DISTRICT. 

* * * * 

Table 845 

WMUO - WSOMA MIXED USE·:-OFFICE DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. Zoning Category . § References 

* * * * 

Institutions 

I* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Medical Cannabis 
845.36 § 890.133 

Dispensary 

* * * * * * * * * * * * 

Industrial, Home, and Business Service 

* * * * * * * * 

71.T~-- n _,._11 
..., .. ---

845.87 
~ .. ~ .1,~. "~ ·- nT---'-
......... -- "'"'-' •r~- lJ -"' •-r·"'" 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ 227(a)102 

WSOMAWSoMa Mixed Use-Office 
District Controls 

* * * * 

NP 

* * * * 

* * * * 

p 
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8 

9 

10 

Other Uses 

* * * * 

845.97b 

845.97c 

* * * * 

~ r:,;;·_ _ .)' Industrial 

IA wiculture 

* * * * 

Neighborhood 

Agriculture 

Large-Scale Urban 

}l.griculture 

* * * * 

11 * * * * 

* * * * * * * * 

§102~ p 

§102~ NP 

* * * * * * * * 

12 SEC. 846. SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT. 

13 Table 846 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SALi - SERVICE/ARTS/LIGHT INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE 

No. oning Category § References 

* * * * 

industrial, Home, and Business Service 

I* * * * * * * * 

846.87 "~~ .... n_.__,. ...... ·---· 
lr":".-----1-.- ,,.._ --- ···- -
PlaAt 

l\I, ~--~ Industrial 
-- -- J 

A.ariculture 

* * * * * * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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§ 227(a)102 

* * * * 

SAL/ District Controls 

* * * * 

p 

* * * * 
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SEC. 890.52. LABORATORY. 

Laboratory shall mean space within any structure intended or primarily suitable for scientific 

research. The space requirements of uses within this category include specialized facilities 

and/or built accommodations that distinguish the.space from office uses (as defined in 

Section 890.70), light manufacturing (as defined in Section 890.54(a)), or heavy 

manufacturing (including uses listed in Sections 226(g) through 226(w))'. Examples of 

laboratories include the following: 

* * * * 

(h) Core laboratory:-; and 

(i) Cannabis testing (License Type 8-Testing laboratory, as defined in California Business 

and Professions Code, Division I 0). 

SEC. 890.54. LIGHT MANUFACTURING, WHOLESALE SALES, STORAGE. 

A commercial use, including light manufacturing, wholesale sales, and storage, as defined in 

Subsections (a), (b), (c), and (d) below. 

(a) Light Manufacturing. A nonretail use whiehthat provides for the fabrication or 

production of goods,_ by hand or machinery, for distribution to retailers or wholesalers for 

resale off the premises, primarily involving the assembly, packaging, repairing, or 

processing of previously prepared materials, when conducted in an enclosed building having 

no openings other than fixed windows or exits required by law located within 50 feet of any 

R District. Light manufacturing uses include production and custom activities usually 

involving individual or special design, or handiwork, such as the following fabrication or 

production activities as may be defined by the Standard Industrial Classification Code Manual 

as light manufacturing uses: 

* * * * 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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(8) Measuring, analyzing, and controlling instruments; photographic, medical 

and optical goods; watches and clocks:-; and 

(9) Manufacture of cannabis products or cannabis extracts that are derived without 

the use of volatile organic compounds (License Type 6-Manu(acturer I, as defined in California 

Business and Professions Code, Division I 0). 

* * * * 

(b) Wholesale Sales. A nonretail use whiehthat exclusively provides goods or 

commodities for resale or business use, including accessory storage. This use includes 

cannabis distribution {License Type I I-Distributor, as defined in California Business and 

Professions Code. Division I 0). It shall not include a nonaccessory storage warehouse. 

* * * * 

SEC. 890.111. SERVICE, BUSINESS. 

A use whiehthat provides the following kinds of services to businesses and/or to the 

general public and does not fall under the definition of "office" pursuant to Section 890.70: 

radio and television stations; newspaper bureaus; magazine and trade publication 

publishing; microfilm recording; slide duplicating; bulk mail services; parcel shipping 

services; parcel labeling and packaging services; messenger delivery/courier services; sign 

painting and lettering services; building maintenance services; and cannabis delivery services. 

SEC. 890.125. CANNABIS RETAIL. 

A Retail Sales and Service Use that sells or otherwise provides cannabis and cannabis-related 

products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of cannabis for medicinal use. Cannabis 

may be cons"!-med on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis and Department 

of Public Health, as applicable. Cannabis Retail establishments may only be operated by the holder 

of (a) a valid license ftom the State of California (License Type I 0-Retailer, as defined in California 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy 
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1 Business and Professions Code, Division 10) and (b) a valid permit from the City's Office of 

2 Cannabis. This use is subject to operating and location restrictions set forth in Section 202.2(a). 

3 

4 Section 3. Repeal of Ordinance No. 186-17. The City enacted Ordinance No. 186-

5 17 on September 15, 2017. That ordinance, a copy of which is in Board of Supervisors File 

6 No. 170516, is hereby repealed in its entirety. 

7 

8 Section 4. Alphabetization. In Article 7 Zoning Control Tables, the publisher of the 

9 San Francisco Municipal Code, at the direction of the City Attorney, shall place uses in 

1 O alphabetical order within their respective use categories. 

11 

12 Section 5. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

13 enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

14 ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the 

15 Board of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

16 II 

17 II 

18 II 

19 II 

20 II 

21 // 

22 II. 

·23 II 

24 II 

25 II 

Mayor Lee; Supervisor Sheehy. 
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1 Section 6. Scope of Ordinance.· In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

2 intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

3 numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the 

4 Municipal Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board 

5 amendment additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that 

6 appears under the official title of the ordinance. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 

By: *~ 
12 n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01232526.d 

13 

14 
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24 

25 
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FILE NO. 171041 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 
Amended in Committee 11/6/17 

[Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, 
. among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, 

delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and 
cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 
3) establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating 
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the 
number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; 6) create a limit 
of three Medical Cannabis Dispensaries and Cannabis Retail Uses, in any combination, 
in the Excelsior Outer Mission Street Neighborhood Commercial District; and 7) delete 
superseded Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department's 
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of 
consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, 
Section 101.1, and public necessity, convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to 
Planning Code, Section 302. 

. Existing Law 

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and 
Safety Act ("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state 
licensing and regulatory framework for the cultivatiotJ, manufacturing, testing, distribution, 
transportc;ition, dispensing, and delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the 
authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or impose additional restrictions on commercial 
activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later renamed the Medical 
Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA"). 

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control, 
Regulate, and Tax Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the 
nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults 21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory, 
licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties 
for marijuana-related crimes. 

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medieinal and Adult-Use Cannabis 
Regulations and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and 
established a unified state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both 
medicinal and adult use cannabis. Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial 
cannabis activities will be required to obtain a state c_annabis license and comply with strict 
operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state agencies begin issuing state cannabis 
business licenses by January 1, 2018. 
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Under MAUCRSA, local jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate 
cannabis businesses, including but not limited to zoning and permitting requirements. 

Article 33 of the San Francisco Health Code, adopted in 2005, regulates medical cannabis, 
and authorizes the San Francisco Department of Public Health to oversee the permitting of 
medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs). 

Planning Code Section 202.2(e) sets forth location and operating restrictions for MCDs. 
MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR zoning districts and certain other districts, including 
some Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs). (See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.) 
MCDs are also prohibited in Mixed-Use zoning districts. (See generally Planning Code, Art. 
8.) In most Neighborhood Commercial Transit Districts (NCTs) and NCDs, MCDs a're allowed 
on the first floor, subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the Planning Commission. 
(See generally Planning Code, Art. 7.) MCDs are required to obtain Conditional Use 
Authorization in certain NCDs and NCTs, including the West Portal Avenue NCT, Noriega 
Street NCT, Irving Street NCT, Taraval Street NCT and Judah Street NCT. 

Ordinance No. 186-17, enacted on September 15, 2017, creates a limit of three MCDs in 
Supervisorial District 11. 

Currently, there is no City law that authorizes and regulates commercial activities relating to 
non-medical cannabis. There is also no City law that authorizes and regulates the 
commercial manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis. 

Article XX.VI of the Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis under the direction 
of the City Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the Office of Cannabis to issue 
permits to cannabis-related businesses, and to collect permit application and annual license 
fees following the enactment of a subsequent ordinance establishing the amounts of those 
fees. 

Amendments to Current Law 

This ordinance would change the zoning controls for MCDs. Among other things, it would 
permit MCDs in some NCDs in which they are currently prohibited, such as the Japantown 
NCO. In most NCDs, MCDs would be subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review by the 
Planning Commission; in some, Conditional Use Authorization would continue to be required. 
The ordinance would also permit MCDs on the second floor of most NCDs and NCTs, subject 
to the same controls that apply to first floor MCDs. In addition, this ordinance would make 
MCDs in PDR Zoning Districts and most Mixed Use Districts a principally permitted use. This 
ordinance would also prohibit MCDs in the NC-Sand NCT-1 Zoning Districts. 
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This ordinance would also regulate Cannabis Retail as a distinct land use. It would generally 
permit Cannabis Retail where other retail is permitted. In NCDs, Cannabis Retail uses would 
be subject to a Conditional Use Authorization. Cannabis Retail as an accessory use would be 
permitted only where the Office of Cannabis has issued a permit to the Cannabis Retail 
establishment to operate accessory to another activity on the same premises. The ordinance 
would also establish a land use process for the conversion of existing MCDs to Cannabis 
Retail establishments, allowing existing MCDs and those that applied for Department of Public 
Health permits by July 20, 2017, and that obtained such permits, to be deemed Cannabis 
Retail Uses as of January 1, 2018 or on the date the MCD receives its permit from DPH, 
whichever is later. 

In addition, this ordinance would establish location and operating provisions for MCDs, 
Cannabis Retail establishments, and other cannabis businesses. Among other things, it 
would prohibit a Cannabis Retail use or MCD from locating within 600 feet of a school, public 
or private, or a day care center. It would not require a minimum distance between a Cannabis 
Retail use or MCD and a youth center. The ordinance would require a conditional use 
authorization for a proposed MCD or Cannabis Retail Use if it would be within a 600-foot 
radius of two other MCDs or Cannabis Retail Uses. It would delete land use controls for 
cannabis smoking and allow smoking and consumption pursuant to authorization by the Office 
of Cannabis. 

The ordinance would also create a cap of three MCDs and Cannabis Retail Uses in the 
Excelsior Outer Mission NCO. 

In addition, this ordinance would create land use regulations for the cultivation, delivery and 
testing of cannabis and the manufacture of cannabis products. Among other things, it would 
require that Industrial Agriculture Uses, including commercial cannabis cultivation, obtain a 
Conditional Use Authorization in PDR Zoning Districts. 

This ordinance would also repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of MCDs in 
Supervisorial District 11 to three. 

Background Information 

In 2015, the City enacted Ordinance No. 115-15, creating the San Francisco Cannabis State 
Legalization Task Force ("the Task Force") to advise the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor, 
and other 9ity departments on matters relating to the potential legalization of non-medical 
cannabis. In December 2016, the Task Force submitted its Year I Report, and made 
recommendations related to Public Safety and Social Environment, Land Use and Social 
Justice, and Regulation and City Agency Framework for the City's policymakers to consider. 

n:\legana\as2017\1700478\01232691.docx 
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r. :ExecutiveSlltnniary' · 
.,. • + , •• - ,. ,-.., •• ~ ,,., ~.. • • ~..... : •• + 

Th.e,case fefequity is Clear; For decades, theWaroh brugs Jias hadeons-equentia'I impacts ohconinii.ihlties 
i;>fcpJor in San fra[}cisw~ The imp<1cts ofthis clisprnportionallty ar.e aCllt~1yfe[t today: p_overtyf.educ_atfon 
~f>s~ a(Jd ci'imfrral r~ds: are tl:Je vestiges of e)(plicifly and irnpli,citly racist drug enforcementpolic:les, 

The Cityis challE;lige tocJay is .al~o our opporh!ritty, As we nidVe'tblilia:tds emhradng ? new fnd'ustry, we 
:n:iusttgl(<!Jbe opportqn1:tvfo harnessltspoterri:latfobegln torestc~hls±orkL!'Jequi~ies,;Some Citii;s have 
already create'cl ifldustryFspedfic ,equity pr:ogtams, but San Ftandsco· should develop and Jinplefrieht a 
program thatmakes ;sense for the :resider:its ofour city, ba\an~ing ourpnor:ltles cind.tefl~~ting our'Values. 

lbisreporfwas draft.e:abythestaff of the offip::ofCannabTs, Hilinail Rights Commission,arrdCQ'ritrollers 
Office, v,ii1:h· :a:ssistahce from numerous tify al)cl P?mrnunit\( ]artners. ltexarnihes th~ local, $cfate ,and 
p:atioha.1 history oftalincr.Qrs fegµlatlon, the W<iron Drugs, and itslmpacton our communrtie$.Jt reviews 
kno.Wn- character.istits of the City's 'existing cannabis industry and discusses ~barriers .fo entry into the: 
ltrdustry. Jhls' report also looks at -other jlir:isdidfur:tS1 equjty programs for iessoris learned. Fina fly, ihe 

. tepdrt:rn~k:esrecommehdations meahtto inform the :cr~at\on of Sail franciscd' s Cann<1bfs Eq oity Program:. 
Outfined beJow a:r_e key ·ffndlngs and hlghllghts atro.sS the various section~ ~ithin tbe report, and <i 
stimrnarvbftfrefinalrei::cirornenda:tiom. · 

Eq1Jity Analysis 

$ah Fra hcJsco has always been-011 the fotefront Of ca nna:his: legallzatl6n, 
~ Afrfc(Jn AmgrJ¢.3,ns in ~~n Frani:;js£o b;ive end(lred disproportionately h!ghedefo~y drug ?rrests 

.and tracl<downs. · · 
Mor~ recent decriiril.nailza1:ion effof:_fs helped to hC1rrow the:>?? gaps, bl!t: peopf e .of C;ofqr ~[11 
lnteract Withthe:Justice System ;;it,a rate: far higherthan vJhite:san Francis.cans. 
Significant soc1~-lh~rdl~s resti)tfrbrb a·rs_ptopbrtionate an~e:;t and jntat~efaffoh (ates. 

9. AlthoUgh ic)cµI aata 1s incomplete at l;iest and misleading~~ worst; Jt reyeal5 ~ strong torteJcitlqh 
between pove_rfV<:\Dd cqnnablsarr~sts, -·- , -

.• T~ken t~get:her,this paint_s.:a.tfoublii;tg pittur.e_ ofthe:.Wat-()n .Df1.1gs! impact oh c(;6frim·u.nities of 
i:;olor; eveh in aprogressjve city'li_ke San Frandsto. . 

:•. Datci sugg~ts Jhat San .. fr;mc15co;~ ~;jm_n~lbis · Tnd~ry {'!inti the rtafio~al inC!ustryJ skews 
dispfo p-artlonately·whit~and r:riciie:; 

Barrti:! rs fo Entry 

'" Finandal'-and 0.rea! ·esfate:P.afflci's pr:es·entfrlci}p-r equity•hurdl es tolndJvlduakseek1hg tQ enter 'th?· 
tegWat~d canH~blS.l11dus'ffy; 

"' .other, ~<lrriers flich.idethe sqfE ~i!Ts ofe:ntrepnmeursfiip,; compliance~ a~d legakompfoXity._ 
·•' While Prop. 64 clears the way fat .people ctmvi'cted :iJf canna!Jis trim es to entertbe inclListty;:a~ 

p~st¢.rJnilhai t{l.!!-tOrY tatufilf :PfE!sent sJgniffoant tha!Jeriges; [lkeaccessif}gfigan~{pg"qt signif)g' ~; 

fease. . . . .... ·· ... · .·. ·... . , . . . .. .. . ·· ... 
• Where the City allO'ws.tannabiS buslheS-~e-? fo operate will havelrnpoYfanfir'rip'ci(:ts on,whetherW.6' 

~ti.¢r9V{tf1e iri911S:trY eq~frably. · 
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Can·n_abis Equfty Progt<\rris Anaiysis 

'" Qaldantj and Lei~ .A11g-E2Jes bqtb have:: r~a! or proposed equfty progr.ams that 111ay?erve as a good 
model for San Francisco. 

"" Soth cJties ~fin to help ·peoPJe ~lther arre~ted for ~n:iYa.Pis or residents of high~enfqfcernent 
b~ig]JbqrhoQdS~ ~ ;{]ffer a SJJite :of fee _wafyers_; 'J;ectttji~aj a~s]sfante; and subsidized igans fo 
equity appliCants. · ·· 

• Other cities ?bdsfa'te:s also pµtJt'l pface pollc\e5 to try Jo co.rrect:far .hi~tofjcal ll;\iO-afon.ces. 
o ·san frarwisCb :sh:onJ9 s~Jeci; t_h.e policy componeots that rrjake the.rnost sense.for ouccity .. 

tintfl6gs_&'Re'¢bmm~ndaj'.igns 

T}ie Pffi<:e gf_ <:~n:11~_bjs and supporting a gen des d1o?e fo. ;present a series, rif fl:ridings -and. 
recommendatfons to guide-the Mayor and Board ofSuper\iisors (ls they: legislate ai'reqiJffy·prograitL The 
fcilloW.irig pb:ffc;)' arefas9(f9¢tf;; repr~ser:1t th_is report'scorgrecornrnend~rti(:)h!>; ... · · .· .. 

J. ~ligiJ:>11ity~ irifor111 ellgi~illty dheda with data, s~t :He= red eligibility.: criteria to al lbw ritost affec£ed 
·groups to .receive ,higher"value .fienefits;. wt:Hle -ciXteriding .some benefits to a wide(. range of 
applicai)~.impacted by"tlieWar6n.Drugs:' . . ·. · .. 

2. 'Permitting; li.r(or)tlz.e a·ndassjst Etjuiiy Appllea~t5 d~rlng the permfftfngprcice~s1 and estcibli~han -
incubator program to -inceritiViie pcirthershi]Js oetweenEguify Applkants arid i>ther canhaois 
ciperators~ ·· · · · ·· · 

. 3, Comm.unii\(Rajqy~s'trnent:. c)frr!ct rr~vy potential funcfitrg'frorn los~1 f'1lJ1Mb.i~ faxes. o.rthe. ~tate 
toward programming for comriii..thlties impaded bVtheWar on ffrugs. Businesses should also he 
'r~quited'tci oest:ribe how thetr businesswlil provide coniml.\nlW l?ene.fits~ ..... ·· .. .. ·· . 

4. Work.force DgVel_opme11t: _.llf91}Tote eq.1J°it9ble ¢mpl9ym~nt- 9pporl;un!ties :at al{ :i;9r)Jiabis. 
businesses, especially<for formerlyciritarcerated iildiyiduals and '.those liVing lh nelgnfao.rhoods 
lrnj:iactedoy th~Wafoti[)rugs. EXP!=l.nd Flr'5t5outc::e and-.foca I ,HJ re to. covefthecanoabiS:in·dt.LStrY. · 

~ .. Fi.1J?.l1claJ ~ :('.~pit~l j\p:~s:~.:. t~ke cin active <.1dyo93cy,rql~ fo op~n. up baflktng servic(!s;p~rtjculady 
through state and local credit imfons, for the-cannabis industry. . . . ·. . .·. 

· p\ Te¢hnic~ iA~~istanc::¢:: B!r~ct~tjtiif\/ PP.~r~tors to . .E:Y.Tstiog tf!chn.icf1L(lssf starii:e ~~so11rc;~sl:ntn e City, 
·•;Md c~ea~~ ti~wte~hriicalr!;!spurc~:r Within the Office of(anriaJiiS.i fac!lffate PC3rtr'ler~nJps: 1Nith 
other el(Jsfingbperaiorsand~non~profitrfo·help overcorrietechnical barriers .. 

7. O:ifu\tl'al.His.tofy(p_olt.1.streilrtllif).ed ~xpilng~roe·nf ev~nts:fot~itji~fi.~ cqriii,rc;ted:of,eJ[gibl.~:C:anti~pis 
~ff.e11.s~si · · . .. . .. . . · 

8~ stakeholder· Ei1gageiti.¢nt: create i::uTturally sensitive· a'ird drsfr-Jct-,spedffc" outreach, and extend 
··t!3sf< f Cirte,inif\QMr.$11.ip toJnclJicl€ft.epr,e~eptatlyesffbrn i:;orn m\inltfe~ il)ilth ~1gh·:ccind:!fltr'~ti6r:i~Of 
lnd_ivi9w~is,·digiJ:?l~-fot tqu[{nt9tu~:-' .. · · 

Jt PublicA\N'atetiess & Edut!ation: {'.le ploy an outreach tarripargn for the Equity Program>· 
w~.n~a.Cbli~ction &,Accc?untability:.gatnerdata:on G~neteii.'an:d£qtiit\r-App1itant~ on a regufarbasls 

·•·· tC1 ana\y?e th¢ Q.l!tcqtf1
0
e?' gf th~.Eq~itYPt!:>gr~(ll; al]_d us~ thl,s data to,wfinetne :program. Enforce 

,compliance of commltrnen~s made by.applicahts. ' 
11.· M.o!:!ifi<;a.tiph'.& C~Llise Correction.: per'h)ittJng1r:r ph~ses aod ¢r:fo:iti:lllii1Cating Wi.tb stakeholde.l' 

g9up~y.iill ai)qwfo.r's~a.fly1}~1_prov,~m~.ot:qfther.~gi1Jatory.s.J;rrj'cture·;, . · · ·. · 
12. tand use.& Z:onfog: cr-eafe land, use i:ontr.ots that mitigate.overconcentratfon rri. disenfranchised . :i1€1g_tJbcitnoods. . ··.. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . 
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It frtttoductiori 

:":. 

Mayor lee has d~signated San frapgscois vision to be a safe, vibrant city of shared prosperity. GL)ided by 
ih~Hun:iatfRightS.CbmrnJssion,thedty intorprirate~strategies and programs{n~tadclressfo~thalle11ges 
re$LJlthig ft9n:i prejudfce, i11to]etqnc~., 6igqtry, and discrirn'fnati.0n.; The City undertakes these cbcillenges 
with fhe knowledge thatthe cur:nulative im:pC!ct of systemic discrimination has depressed prosperity for. 
t.tscollettively,. · 

Iii 1964, thesfroke ofa pen ended legal d'iscriininatiori in the United sfates~ llowever,·as.olircouhtry and 
ou1dty heis learned, the, deletion of~xplidrfy hldst wotds, :amendments to explidtly racist laws, and th~ 
terming out,of explicitlyr?cist policyma'ker:s.w~te ib~ufftCientto·apdres;scenturlesofradaJl:z.ed outcoines_; 
ln ·the United .States a.rid ln San Francisca": the legacy o:i' those. cJistrimihatory !aws rem a.ms~ communities 
.of coJorare st\11 dispmportfonalelVibcar:ceJatecl, bnemp'ioved,-anaimpover'ished. 

Tile San· FrClfidsco Human RigbtSCofrnfiission has developed ah equity framework, known a:s·~nglheedng 
for Equ]ty, ·far: all Clty cjnd' !=oµnty qf Sqn Hanc:iscQ depaftn:ients~ thcluding the Dffi~e of Can.n;:ibis, to 
J)rovlde the tools and strategies essential to making our governn:ieotservicesmore eqtift!3ble fbraJI. The 
equity frarnewo'rk helps: tify ,departments create and uphold t(ansformational systen:is ~fnd :approach· 
,actual (l,n·tj/qrp~rteived ljmltatiori?with innovation,'lt)'.eflects_thebelf~fthat City goye'rnrnerrtcan support 
-resilient people andJ 1n partnershi[J vJith cqmmunitfe51 can ,help develop foundations that uplift all. 

Thi~ f'rgi:newark builds Qf1 shated d_ef/hftions; developed in the intei'.,esf ofcreatmg:allgnment acro~s City 
.depari:mentsworking to erisurg tJ:i~t<Jlf peopJe~reseen ;;mdhecirg faftly. Accordingly, thisrepoti: adopts 
tne l:l:u man Bi~hts Ccimmlssidh' s deffriitfons for equity and community! 

• g®(W: Fqfi <:1ni;! ~goal :acces;; to. 'opiJ6rtuniti'$1 power ~na ~soqrtes,, w.Mriby .pn p12ople rrciy 
thrlv.e r111d pro~p~~ reg?(cii.ess,ofdernq.grc;iRhi~; 

• t6rn1t1un!tv:~takebol<:fersacross'S,an Francisc;q;s di.Verse h~)ghborhoodswhoare either henefitecf 
&r burdened bypublicpoliCies. 

.. .. 

The ·1e·gaif7-~flon ofadult.,us~ canna!Jis· presents ao.urge'ni opporturi1fyto 'earn ftorri the p;:ist ~nd ~ie.afe 
a~(,Xiurl}~bl~:me_chanisrns t..o. a¢fi1~v,r: s.h<ire_tj µcrosp12dt\r,·rn·~nticipatlon (lf this;6n5ep_t12mber: :st2o~7, tne 
Board QfSuperv'isors urrani'rrmusly passed Ordinance .No. 170B59,: creating th~·-0-ffjce pfCahnabls;.cih<:l 
reqtiestU:igtMatthe OffJJ:~,of Caiinahis~the HUfrianJ{ights Cornmlssioh~,and t.heC:ohtrol!er-:s Offii;:e deliv~r 
to the111 ~nd the May9r no .later t6an Novernoer 1, 2oi7~ a r.eport ~h~l'fzing; J;lyailabJ~ daJa r-e.IC)fed io 
disparities in the cannabis industry; and providiflgree-0111mendations regar:ding policy options that coul~ 
(A) fd!it~r 'eqU1ta"b1e a!ic.ess to pattidpa.tion in the, iridustry,.:inttu·ding promotion of C!Wn~rshl[n:ind. stapf~ 
:~rnploym~ot oppqq,uniii~ lb the; indµstry;: CB) ;ii:iVest :City ta~(r~ven~~s hi ~~:nomic 1nfrc~stru.cture for 
communlttes that have hisfoikally been :dlse[Jfranchlsed, (t) mitigate the adiletse. :e'ffeds :of ,dr:Ug 
enfar~~ment policies~ tliat have disproportionately .linpacted those ;con:imunitles~ ~an{.{ {D) prloritiz_e 
'individ.Q~ls Who n<i\/e pei=n pn~yii:Jl.1S:l\t ·arre51;ecl or·cqrrvlcted for rnarijuanci-reJq-ted offense, 

. .. 

,As detaffetl ftrtfii~ l'ep6:t:t, the W<jrbn Dl'Llgs, has nad'disas1;ro .. us:if:ripacts Jn San Ptahcisc;o. l'n th(~.~)ty:cmd: 
in cities acro.s?: the Qqti.prt, '~hese·effec:t~,focl1Jd~ingJhe c:reatl.on of g-enercitiorFrf poverty? Joss of properly,, 
t6inmUn1ty degri:ldation, and loss ofeducatii:iila.lahd erhploVJnentdppori:uoitie's;,have be'eo;. . 
<llspmpc'Jrt;i,anateJy s.bo,µl&;:reci..lw the poor ~11d People of cofor,.spe;i~ific:ally.Afrkan,Arneric9n ~ndtat10X' 
popplatiOns, · ' ·· , · · 

lfthe d±v. i~ serious abpl,!1: ihipr6vlpg the~uality gflife [ri Sari Fta,ncisco ~nq he1 pingfhbsewho Ji ave 
been dispr:oportionately burdened by public polideslike the War on Drugs,, ltmust address systemic 
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barrJers and .i:fnderstandJhe 'role that!W1td.es, practices, ana: procedtit:es pfay ~Ii ~teatingthecUrrent 
healt~;'Safety, ec:(lnomk: tfiobiHtyand COIT)mUnlty envir~rime:ntdrc;UmstanceS; We must temembedhe . 
part these facto.rs.playTn developir)gan equitable, inclus,ive and diverse City: 

San fr~n.cfsco iS ~tirr~11tly consiqeri.rig a,propqs~d te&ylafory s.tructure for l9c9f~Qrnm_erda!.~<::l.nnab{~ 
adMty begltniihg Jn: 2018., The Coinl:nertial :catiha'bis Regulations:O.t:<:linar1te,contemplafes the creation 
of<i:p Equity Pt'ogrc:iri:\.;ind rtiakes Qleatthatappiir;atlon? for'adult:.use commerdaJ c_anria~1s cactWltyw.ill_ 
flQtb.~ rncide avail(l_bieunf[I the Ci:ty e.StaJilish?S a p!ogr.am desig_ned t9fosteri=,qu1tap]~ 9oC<;ess to. 
participation in the cannabis industry; including access to workforce and ownership. opportunities. 

. ' 

l_t is our hop!{thaHhJs report arid :ifs i'econimendations help info.rm the developmentof:a i::obusteqt:ifty 
progr~rn 'tljatehsures <"! cobeshie1 resuits-orieot~d strati;gy.AsL.lcces_sfol program will strengthen 
equjtabl(:!:af:CesS>tq the C<l:nnabis lnqustrywqfkforce, encourage e11trepreneµrship, and expand 
educational opportunlHes; It will ;help elimlnate discriminatory!nstitutional and' struc:turaf policies apd 
praqi(;e5jcid$tt:1vetocUi:t:_aifth¢ ~fi~ma ag-ainsbictil/itie5nowfegal under Proposition' 54. This will 
requfr~ rel~vafit departDi¢nts fo t'ori$iderthe ifylpact ofthelrsetvices a't)d. tjeveiop tr,a!)sforrnation~! 
approaches that cut across:mulfiple instifvfons~ to d1Srupt institutional culture( and •shift values and· 
polltictil will focreare equit\t. 



lit. Equity ~nafysis 

Methodology 

This. Equity A11?lysis se~tfori -flr~texainfnes thE! h!sfory of'drug enfqrceme.nt,poirdes in the United States 
~nd't'irqliforhia; whiCh lrifotmsthlS overall equity analysis. This sectibn_-also examines .arresi: rates irrsan 
Franclsco(startingyJith a broad vfew of all drug aTrests and nan:owing to carinabis arrests. ft uses census 
d;;ifa ~Tiq arr£os'j:s c:Ma tg high)igh~ v.rhlch :Populqt1ons lli San .Fi"atids.co have experienced t:lispropqrtlqnate 
i.eveis of cannabis arrests. Fram there, it defines the size arid scope bf loW-lncome communities iriSaci 

Frandsco~;:and geospatially cross-ri:oferE!nces ~~n11cibJs a:rrestS..vJith low-lnconie census tracts. 1he overJap 
pr9vl9es s,~me insight into the. torr:elat1bn between cannabis: law enforcement and Jn come st<3tas~ 
hjgl:iiightifig which local communities have. likhly been economically disadvantaged _by canfrabis foSiV 

e:i:ifOrcement .. Plnally,fhis an,alysis'l9ol<s 'fnto the demographi_cs of the exisi:fogjegal ca.nnabis indtistry, 

f~Q,l'T} a ·riaj:j(jf)af pei'Sp~tfi\ie and q focal pneFexhibitin_g Which j:Jop.Uhitions ha_ve begun lb eC:ondPilc:aiJy 
pe!iefitfrom gradual c-annabis de:cflmliia]ization. 

Hisforical&tegisl<~five Cdntexf<ift:annabis Policies 
Un/ted States Dru tind&nnribisPofi ··-~-.. -·... . .... g.. ....... .. - cy 

Foo,d and drug ~egulation_:beg9n Jn.th~ vr:iJted Stci:tesyJi~hthe: Fe~fe·rnl Food.a(1dDr:ug AttoH9o~. Tfie law 
:P~rtnitted the U.S. Department :Of Agr:icuJtu(e's Bureau of Chel}ijstry to test~ teg·ulafe/and• stahilaraize 
com1Tlerci~lsL1bstatites.1 Betweeyd.90!'1 a.liG -~44, the foci.era! gbvernment pr:\mar1Jy r~gulated narcotics 
thr:ciugh<taxation, wift) '.th~ .~xc;eptlon 9f opiym ~nd ~g(:.ai11e_. ihe Op tum Exclusio~ k\cfof1909Jir:Tiited 
opium impoftS-, paftlally' ov~r legitimate concerns regardrng the' drug's !eye] of addjctlon ahd health 
eftec:ts, flow~ver; its ·gass_age w~:s cont~fllpcffyip'eql!:;IY. ·'~µpp9tted :b.v· ~enophobk fears p.t -'E~~t ii.~lan 
im!Tligrnnts1 fore-sha<.fowingthe facterfil gove[rimenf? rci~i~lizatror:i of drugpofii:ythroughout much of the 
.2011i centurY,2 The BilJrison Att bf 1914 'created .. a prescription registry- and irnpdsed ~.··. sjJ:ed;:il tai<: PD 
.nqrco~itsJrtjport~., 

rrr '~?71 Congre!is t~rganJi~c:! tke_ £1.eug fegl.il?for,v· sfruct,g~ by .e_s{ablishltig 'the Fo,Q'.d,, D_rug, ptld 
lnsectkide A\;frnfn(?tra,1_i.on1 Wbfch Wfl? shoiten~d t4tbe Fbqd and Pt!JE: A~irnitilstr:ation frr 1930:. 1936 
bro ugh ti fUrther administratiVe aiJd bureaucratic changes; lndodtngll:ie fra·nsfor of pb\ii.iers .from existing 
ageJit:les:to ~etfeWfYc;t~ated lit!reau of Narcvt]cs.':!

1

The Bureau:afNartoticsvi:rasglveh brcrac:JjwisdJctio_n 
~vet' coptrolling o<ittotits, ~n~ tt~fl'r.st tomrnfssro,1\erF tf~rry J:, An~fihger,, ',p.~hE!d rcanoaqiS :regwatio~~ 
·fiirther to\,\iai':ds cr1mf nalfzafion and as:anotitletfor discrimination arnf margjnalfza:tiOn.4 

Thrci'ughout 'fals tenure; as ·Narcotics C-0mmis$ioner; Anslinger ,gave speeches .acYoss tlie United $tates1 

pt;Jrt:r~yiffgj;~flh~ois ~s, ,,9 sc;urg~ on :so.defy, tqtriing th~ m9t~f.'fabr)c of ArnE!_rit<l,.:'i_.5-An~Jing~r pften 
lni,pli~~ti;d)\i1~;xlt;<1ns, Mexk;i)l-Am-er1~<fQS; _a rig,Af~ica_tiArrieiita,n;sa;~.drug users! even stating explidtly that 
Mexicowas :responsible forJQ~rotjuc_lr.:ig :Cafl11al:>fs to the Unfrec:l St~1:es~!>fo Mqrljuana: A $hortHistory, John 
Hud9k cQ:nriect:s' tb:e :rci,dalJzation.c0Hanriabis p:Olify to 11\fide·r~ea·politicar eVetfts .at t'l;ie tirrrec. faft~rthe 

.:·.-

-·~~~.~~J.ohn. Ma:dfo1n,a;Ashot.t.H_!5toJJ., Wa:~hiri&o,n, ti,c,: Btoi;iking~'ihstjtqtion Hre~s, z:ois, ,3/. 

iljb}i;l.,35. 
~ Ibid., 35~36. 
s lbid~,36·. 
-~ AnsJirig~~;_H13fry,Marijt1and,,Assassin cifYouth,TheAmericiln fVlaga:fin¢, i24, ho._ 1 (1937). 
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iyiexkah-American War '(1l346-i848) and continuing into the eady<2.0tlr century, :America ;f~ceived an 
fnfitix of Mexi(ah irnrnig'r~ts, w.hkh further exacerbated e}:§ts~iiig· rac:l;:il ;tensions. Ht.1dak writes, "As 
Arn~ric:ans S(Jtight a pr~te}(t' tg vliify thi~ 'li.e\_11/ in:irnigrant cornnwnity, th~Y fDund an idecil :i;;uiprit In 
ma_rijuana ... fear i'lnd ant(-imr:nJgrantsentiment prompted state,.,[evel bans.on cannab1s ... "? 

Ansfingetcood1,1cted p~bliqopipibn .campcilgns·fo sµppo~the dimfoaitza±ion ofcam:rabls at the state and 
fed~ral levels·;.B,y the time congress passeo the Ui:liforrn s:tate.NarC.ofic Ac::t in 1932; Jfrgmg states to unify 
nan;:otlcs l_ciws and i111plerneni criminal purilshm~nts; .. :2$ ~t~$ haq, air~ady crJminailzed tire use ·of 
~rina:bis} The Marihtjana Tcix Act .of·1-Q:37 levie<;J a· ~ax {)ft ~v.ery group involved wit)l producing, 
distribtitiiig, :sellfngand plirdiasi riifranbabis, ihdUding irnpcirti:fr·s, growers, _sellers, pfesi:;'rioers; pJiysic:ians~ 
Veti=rlT!?[ians; pati.ents, and othercopsurne~s. Faillntto p~ya·ny of these ta~es resuh':E!d i_n he'avyfine:Land 
jail time? · 

pe~phe rar:;ing-_sorne obj~ctioris agaiostimplernentjpgha.{~h pt:ui;ishm§r:itsfor i;:a:rim:i91s offensE!s;Anslltigei 
a:nd Con15ress CO.l";itihued lo {:rimiriaUze cannabis in stricter terms.10 The Boggs Act of 19.51 created 
m~fttjatciry minlrn1;Jni sen:tencesfor thoseconvicteti p'f drug-rel§t{'!qoffenses,;f:he{e sentences wer~ sciof1 
irforeased wit[l the l~<JrGOtks Control Act ofi95.6P -

-j'b~-!XiUntercuiture r'noVet:nents oftheJ9iOs pushe;d 'qack~g<:l\rJst ?Ocj;~(ndff!T5_ apd g()VE!t:nmenf actions 
and policies that were perneived as unjus-L12 tannabis tocik on-:a visible role ·within some bf.these 
~oi:intercult~res, as w~llas witniri the m.usicindus.try. and'hiedia,. CafiWabl~. use .iir~foase_d~rtiong Amerltan 

:y6L1th; a_nd the United States government, Per¢ei.\tingltseJf_asui:idefs_J~ge; r,e$'p()nde.cl;~ga.inWith.(iicreasecl 
crfrninaliza±joft13 ' 

fir..~$ld~nhal adi-Jli hJstr~ttons: ~rntn :'l;hE! · 1959~ 011w~r,d frE!qtJc=nilv ·pu,sbed ±he crfminalization of carmal:ih 
,afongslde urgent·sodal narratives .. President i:isenJ:iciWeYs Jntet'depaH:r:neiitaLCommittee on Narcotics 
pcibn~heict a report in_ i9s6 that detailed the hatrrW qf cahijabjs: cin yolitlran·q t/:Jn:rrnl/nJtie·s, -witho-ut 
~c1entiflcally e\f~ l(latitig tfl$ifJJP?c~sqf eanli,aRJs·usagg/14 Qn,_e ~xs:e"ptJ()rl was pres)den_t j(en nedlsAdvisoty, 
cOmm-ittee on Nar£bfic;alia ,Dn.igii..bus~; establlsheciwith Executive ordeh.1076'ir/1963, which found 
thatdrugs.\Ner:e nqtgroi'ipefit0getheYJegafiybasecf6Jl the 'riskof"addictlon OJ'. LeveJ ofhe;i.lth effoc:t's, a'nd 
<?Yen.;·sfated.fhat rncind.atory l1)ip)mµrn,s sptiulq br=:rec:()n,sitjt:r~c!.;15 }.f owev?q l(~nned.y Wa$ .ils?assinatetj 
shdrt1YJhereaftet;.a11dhfs ~~Cessor, Pr~sideht1obnson, did notfake adiohornnanv ofthe Committee's 
'ftiidTng~,: - . . . • ·· 

D~p'ftitthlsil'fhdo:i:i B.){Jhnsoh fi'ad· a rel~tiveiy nuahC:ed stance oh drug'usage, dtstlngulshifrg betWeeri 
qeafer:s !J~c([lser~ and fecqgnilirm.Jb~ .pµbi!.c he:altn ·cind .sciJ~l:y :n~¢c;! t9tn~~frn~11~. :H_qw~ver, Jtichard 
Nixor:(s election :tn 1968.-tedfredec:f the :go'Jei:-nrne:nt~ focus back to. crfoi!naUzatfon arnl punishment}16 

:A ff er Cqf)gre~ pcissed. the Contno]Jed substances Act:in '.1970, Pie:sident NJxohf6rfua!ly di'klar~d ~. 1'War: 
. . . . . . . .. . ~- . . . ' 

. . .... : ··,, :_ .. . .. · . _ . . : .·:. 
7 Bud<lk1oh~. Mdifjt(an.a:ASh¢r(Filst;oiY.; -:38. 
~ ih1_cf;a1. ·· 
flJbiq. _ •.• 
;i() lbi(J.,'3E"J9. 
1.118i.cf., 39: 
:iz l~ia.; 4bt2~ 
13Jbid:,4;?.; 
14 ll:iid., 43-44,. . -
:15 i~id.;46: 
lE ll:Jjtl_., 48; 



mi Drug~?7 Nixoo, however, had beenfotused cih this war fot'years, as a partofbis "soi'.rtbeni Strategy/' 
which so light.to rncirginalize vuln~rgble.populcitions, esJ'le,C;ially mindritie:s~18 1n fact, NJxo_r{s:.adviser~ Jobri 
!=hrlichman,WE\Hecordec:lfo a 19.81:inte_rview wh:h L~e /;ltwater; saving: 

We kne.i.A.tWE: coaidrltmake itl/legal to be efther agafost. tne War or black; but J:;ygetthg tfle public ta assodate the 
hippie~·wJtfi mafifu_qna andbtatics·_with,heroia, arid tb_eh crlfrljm;i/izihg bQ.t/J beqvJ/y, wecoUJddisruptthose 
communities; We c.duld ar-restthefr/eaders~ rair:f,tfieir boin~s; break iip thE.irmei;iJtigs, andvilifY them night.after 
nighi:on the evening news-'. Did we know we were lying about the drugs] G_{wurse we did.19' 

Thee;erits and actfons.tliatled to Nlxoh~s formal War onbl'ugs prodamatioh lritlude a 1969- speech:-fo 
C:orrnress; · ln Which Nixon declared -canl)abfa-<l. n<itionaf threat tbe S_upteine Cqurt case Leary v~ United 
States~ Operation .iot~rcept a military operation tnatseized co11trabani:I at tfje Ll:S,.,.Mexico l:iorll.er; and 
the 1969 Bipartisahship:LeadeYsbip Meeting ori Nardorics arid Dangerous Drugs. zit -

The.-1970-Controlled Subsfa11ce5 Act is ctueial betause it formalized drug s-<5h-$.'00les, which categorized 
drugs into.· legal gr-C>ups·fors.en:tencihg <fhd other pJ:irp_o:S_f;:s.ii: HmNeVe-r; Congress, ilbt the :Seit;il\ific or 
:rriectkal.co m[ll unity 1sorted:drugs into schedules, phicing C<lJltia-l;Hs ipSch_eq uli:J aiongside:-dcug$ wlthm uch 
,h1gherleVels of addktionand heali-helfects:?L The [aw·exparidedthe g6veroment' s.powers·for regulating 
drugs andg~IVe _Nixon fae foun~atlofj fcitbi~tiptomitig l;J\/2._f' on·Drugs:~NiJ(or{sfinaf substantiafact_ion [n 
thE:l:W.ax grf Drugs was.his proposcil to-Congress fo reotg;;infz,e the gqv~rnment~gendesthatregulcitE:drygs 
and: 1tartotics,-%e RReorganTzatTon Ffon-2 of 1973!'.24 Congress approved and th!? Drug Enforce'miint 
Adtn!nisfration (DEA):waspeated 1Ntthiri th~ O:epartment ofJustke. The DEA c;onsqlidated functions anc:I. 
j{f[fS,pigfJ()r)S: afitj has ~[l:SlStefJtly feceived ~fgn}'fjcanf JriCi'eag~s fl) futidirig 'arid ~mpl9yei;:s ~i(lce 1fa 

_ creatibh.25 

President f(jrq: cqntinued Ni?(or:i's. tough·· rhe1:ork, exparrdtng .tpe Uriited States11nvoJveiiient Jn drug 
operations iriternationaJiy, Atthe same 1:_irrie;-Fi:it'c;i supported treatmehta-hd prevention, l5i:terr\=vealing 
tNt drug aqqjgion was '<1 personal issue t.q hh famUv: L1k!;! Presid~rit Forq _beJ<)r(:! him, Carter worked to 
·stem inter-national drug h·afflCking while attemptingfo reform aspects ofdnJg policy at hoine~ 1n hls 1977 
j'P(ug Abuse Message to thg C:ori'~r~s," C;;ti'ter ,lai.d <mt his Vi~ioh to.Jn~rease Jun ding: forre~e.circh, .t:rg:<'lte -

11Nlxon, Richard. "S-pec19JMessage:tothe Congress oh Qrugi-\b:use -r>·reventiOn:-and Contro);June 11, 197-1!.' The 
:~rnerjcan Presidency ProJ~d; Ji:ccessedbctober3Q, 20-iz.:nt't.p://wwiN.presii:i~ticy:u-c.sb;ed:u/ws/i'p1d=304R. 
is 8u~a~;J9hn<Tv1afij_Uf!ha:'ASnortHi$kiryjc50. -. · - · -- - · 
~9 :13th:.Dlreci:ed'byA. ouverrniy. grD_ffu.C~il l:iY J:-J.. JJa.tiSh.anfl§,:A'.lericR.Uriited sta're:s:~r'(-etflix,_-201ti. 
io Hudak; John;..IVlarij_uami:A Sbpr'tJ:listory; :~fr-s·2; \\Jl.Xon, Rkhard. ~'sped-al Messag_et-o the -CO-Jig fess 91;1tne 
C:ontrqfof Nan::9i:ics and Dangerous Drugs,Jul_y 14, i969f The American Pres-ldency project Accessed Oc-tcilrer. 30, 

- ~17, !ittR::/Jwww:presidency.u_c$b.edu/w5-/?pld=?12Ei" __ _ -
Z1.T!i e DlYersio ri C:i?ntrofQ[visihri~ "Ti.tie 21 Q !'iiti;d Sf ate~ Cl)(je (!.JS¢) C:o ri th;ill_e_d S\JR-Sti,1'1TGesA~t.'1 -u_s Oep,a.rt.mei:it 
of justice. Accessed'.Qctcfber 30; _ton. -https://wWw..d eadivers'i on.u;d oj.gov /2.idr/21 usc/811. htm: 
22. Hudakx.Joiin. Mar.ijuana: A Shoff History, 54. · - -- -
23_.1h1~:,:s:s: ---
• 24 Nixon,_ Rii:na td.:"Message fo the congress Jraj1slji1tti_ng !leqrg;'}~i7.ati6n pfan :Z of19J3-:Etabilshfogthe Dt.Lig; 
EnforcementAdministratfcfo, M~rclt28, J.973." T-PeAirierlcan Presidency Projed:AcceS-sed ocfobet.3-0, 2.017. 
~ttp://wv..1w.presidency.llcsb,edujws/index.php7pid:;o'4159'. -- -
1-51he [)rugEnfoh:erw:mtfl.ge[lcyc ,;_DEA.Staffing & Budget/i t:ij::A:gov_; ,A.c,t_e~sed p_c\q~gr 3o>2oi7,; 
.http#/www.dea.gov/prh;tiJtftng,sli_tn1i~ - · -



fede"r~L pf:eventloii atidlreattirNrt programs~ and shift the goveynajent's tegufatorY tocus to di-tigsw1th 
mote seVer.e healtli cart,$.eq~uences. Carter'~ prqpQsalswere never rea:lized.16 

Like Nixopj R~agan ir)cptpofateq drug po)foy thto. fits broader poijtical strategy.1:1,e rnntinue:d to expand 
the Un)ted States' drug involvement efforts in_ternationall\.r while: enhancilig periaities and requc[ng: 
defen~es fotth~ accus~d d6niestkaiiy}ii Finally; R~a~n expandeq edu-cation .and treatment progr~m~1 
e:nlistlng.t)iehelp of flf$tJa_\iy NantvBeagan; With Exe_cutjve 6rd¢r. No,i236~1 ~~ag~ri-cre:,;iteq th!'! Drug 
Abuse. Pol ifyOffice:2~ the Qffice quicklywon a seriesof legislatjvesuccesses1 '.indu<:!Jngthe Cor:npreh~nsive 
crime c6ntro1Aetef 1984; the Ahti-DrugAl5u-se Act of 1986,andthe Ahti-Dr1JgAbuseActdf 1988;~ All of 
these: ic1ws enflcinced cffmJnal pUnisbrne~ts for cftµiHef ated:offen_s~s. Ib~::t9E'6)aW e):(pande.d tbe orimes 
to which mandatory m!nimun:isapplied, andthe:i988 fawe:nhanced these rnlnf murns:-3°In198'$, Presiderit 
H:w:-BushereatedtnePffid:!-ofNatiobaforugControi P6lky1teplac1i:\g-Reagan'sDrugAbusePoJicyOftice .. 
The diret~cit cifthis_' 1'.Jfflc;e I~ re.+e.rreqt() Cl,S th.e ''Qfl-i_g C:za_r;'~ wl}ose jnfiu_e.ri_c~ ii) :u ;s, drug policy con tin l:les 
~~tj~? . . ' . . .· . 

. :· . . .... .· . :: . .::· .. . .. : .: 

The 1988 J~w afao inc:r€ased f!Jnding for eoyc:atioo programst ·arid redirected funds in other prqgrams 
tov.,ta:tds drug-:felated programs.- Researchers have :eValuated the effoctiVeness Of drug education 
pro~tarws·, :cfridfound IJmited,if'anY, effect!; -0il curb:lng d[:ug_$e among Arrierk:anvouth.:32 -

Presideh'fhill e:ljntish iiitorpohated'kinderrhetoric wlfeh speaklng:ao6,ri~ drug Use, aithoug~ hfs: pdJfdes' 
contlnueti to int¢h~ify cri:rhin~tpurifsf1r9eritsJqr cannabr~.33 for jtista.npej .the Violent crime tontrOl ·and 
law ~nforcernent Act of '1994 Intensified criminalization, hitrodUCihg the- "three $trikes" provision for 
traf.fitke-rs~· ahd incie.ased fundirtg fot.ptisons-atid iocal law enforceme"rit~-4 Atte·r the. '1994 law, arrests for 
canoabi.s us~rs lnc:r?~i:se.d;-5ignific;:ihtly~ lo '.LQB~; th~e were ~toE1nd)27jbi:Jp ~rtestdor Ganriahis"related 
offenses.~ By2000,_lhere were over-76b;ooct35 Meo.nWhile~--stafes began leg~Uzihg mediGal·C9nnal))s; sorne 
statesa~ut~oriz~d metlical ¢ai1'itabis-on_the_'day ClintOnwasreelett~d tboffice}6 - -

' ' 

'.f>ublk 6pinkih about canriaois reversed becam~ mcreasfngl;/positive ih th~ ;l990s and iootii' aj:fena 
~ficithciseontin,tJedtothe pt-esef\t lo~ 2000;_-31% bfArn~ri~J3ns-supporteg theJeg;;11izatlon o{tanDabii, By 

if 

26 John Hudak. 1Vlai..ijuana;A.short.History~67""70;Carter)Jirnmy. "'Di-ug,Abuse_Messageto:theCongress,f\4gl1st·i; 
i97-:-;.'; th~-Arned¢an Prf!sld~ncy prajec~ .. A_cc_es_sE)d 9_ctob~r3o;.2o).7~ · · .·., _ · ·. 
bttP.:flwyvw~presi~i?;ncg~lfcsP;ed_a/W/4?P.iC1=79Ql3i 
.27tfudat~;1ohrl.:f\ll,.l(UiJii.fra: ASJ:iaff.!1isfofy, 73. . . , . _ . , 
1BReagan, 'Ronald. ''Executive Orderi236-8:brugAbusel5oiky:Functfons,-.Jun~ i4, f982:"the.ArneriCan . 
Pr~Mnt-y :ProjE7et; A,,tc;essed bctob~r 36, 2:P17. httP,:f /www_.presi.d~ncy;'(Jcsb •. ecf~/\fil~/fridex_.'php7pid=42~12~. 
29 :HuctaJ<~ Johii.'MatiNa11a: A.S.Qort flistoty;76, . 
30 .Ibid. 
31-lbid; - - " ' ' .. ' ' '' .. ' - ' '• ' •' 
32_£;ngs1J'1:Jt~_t.i an9 Fors, ~tuacrfw: ';i5tu$Abuse Hysteria:_The(~~ller\g:e tilkeep)ng.Pefs;P.ettiveYJournaI 9f 
s_chool.+:l,~~ltl:i 5?;,po; 1 (1QB8}:2.~-21:!; 
33 Hua al<; Joh~ ,:Ii/Jar:if\iaii~ :A; Short \-f IstorY, .a1 ~-S2, 
34 ibid., si~s3. . . -- · ... - . . . 
~~[~~,e~~~i:~~~:~~ti;~~~:t6~~f f,0~j~ana: l'he T8lflsforrntJtfol}.of1:beWar,9n prtigstn1he19~0'~.11 

Jfre 

3_s_Huc!a~;)tlhn.:r\llanjltafia:A:snort History, -.83. .. . 
3iPew Research ceder, u1n beb~te over LegalizingMarlJuana/Disagreernentover-tfruts bangers.1'Accessed -
\'.Jct:obe:r 29; .2617. httpi//www. peciPle-IJYess:org/2bis/64/14/jn-tje~~t~ov:er-iega lizfti1fma riJu ana~c:ii.sagree_m~nt~ 
9\ter-cirug:s:dange(s/2/; 



Z013, n~arly 5'83 ofthose poiled ;;upport~qfegalizafion.38 Much .ofthlsshiftin pµblit opjnio.n is atfri,buted 
lo 'generational acceptance apd an 1ncrease Tn tlie .ntimber of ihdividuals WM have 'tried pr· used 
.carmabis~3!! 

Wblle_tarnpaigl1ingfol".President; George w: Blish qpnv:eyed.b~s sUppoft for allowingstatest6deteifo1ne. 
~h~it 6wri C,C!nnabis policies, During a eampaign event l:iJ Seattl~, Bushstated, "J ]JeJi~ye' ea.ch ~tat¢ t::an 
{:hoose thatdeci,siaQ as t)1ey:socehoos~;.40 Desptteth1s111itial s):ancelPresktent Bush's. drug pOlkles dosely 
resembled thos·e of his. predecessors, foc;usilig O.l'.l intefliatlona! fraffkkihgl law enforcement .and . 
:trea~ment.41 Wilafs )Tidre, the, eµsh 'Adrrilnistiatipn frequently •tomtlucte~ r~ia~ ·op rn12di~al cwm;:ibis .. 
dlspen,~<1.rlesJfidl.ldlrig dispensaries thCJt fu!ld1oned legaliy under state law:42 

:PrestdenfObarnCJ Voked support forfhe cqnci::p~-0fmedic~fcannabls; ahcfpr()t;niseda fostice Department 
PoJky tbatwould allow·dispensaries to operate unimpeded,. Jn a formal m.emo to On1ted States Attorneys 
lh 2009t Attorney Genefal Holder wrote: that the O!?amp. Adtniril~trat)on would ,end' (ciids bf! carmabTs'. 
pistributprs, ·If s:tat~s that '~,;:the proseaJtlon 'bf significant traffickers of 'inegal dn1gs;' including 
'marijuana ... cbntinuesto be a c0re priorlty ... pufsuit oftnese priorities' should hot foc;Us.federal fesour.ces 
Jo \;.out states on individuals whose action,s are jn dearand ilnaQ1biguous compliance with exist.Ing stat~ 
li:>Ws pr:o.vidfng for the medical use ormarijuapa/'43 Holder did;. however; oppose aciult.,.use carntabis. His 
position became publicin respohse to a 201'o C~lifornfa ballotfoltiative, which would have 1egallzed adi:ilt~ 
'l)sec3.nhCJbisJn California~hutfall~d t0w1n.amaJorib,rvpte44 

Theo, tn.20T1, tlie fostice. bepartrnentanhourrced a. trackdow,r{ oh medi¢<ll 'c;;ihhabis d15pensari¢s <ierqss 
tb~ lJpited ~t.ates. f!l' :a: .th~rno re1ea,setl on ~uJ'.le,: 29; 261~, Depyty Attornr;y' :6er:r~raL }cirnes Cqle 
'0Jmrf11:tnic9ted that the Jtrstice. Departnierrt; would prosecute per.sons m:110lved in prodUdng,, distributing, 
and s~llirig c;ar:inabis, ·"r~gardless of state law"~45 Sliortly after..Nards; Caiifofniq's ·four U.S, Attorneys 
proC:eec:led to ~nriounce trrmrr:ial charges. ~gainst cann:?hi,s dlspens\:}.ries Clhd .tqr:eat.eo. l.C1ndJwds v\.iitfr 
property seizure \See ~falifornia ¢an11al:Jis policy/'.bekiw), 

Uke Geci.rge W, ~1..l?'h ·~efore him, bona1d Trai;np vow~d to 1~aVe rnei'.JJcal c.:mnahJs polky to Jridividual 
states While 'GainpaigniJ:]g';. As hesideh~, hoWeVeJ~ Tt:UrnjJ nominate.cl. theri-S~na~ol .Jeff Se:Ssi.6ri§ f(Jf: 

i3-8 ~\~l~, Aft ''Eq:rtfie;First'l~im~Am~dcanS}avor legallilng'Man)'uana:'i <3alluµ, AcceS.seij Citto(:ier3:0,2oi1, . 
. http ://pev.J.s:gail up .i::om/jioll/16?539]fitst~tin] eccamerk\:lJl~~f<li,lofi~gaiiz;ir)g-tn a r1ji:li:l,n~,asp~; .. 
S9 Hudcik,John: Madfuona;AShcirtHistory,Bl-92. · · · 
4bl1su~ Spencer', "Bus'h:Marijuana laws lrp to Stales;· Birt GOP Candidate S;ays Congress. tan BJockDJ'.:~ Measure:~' 
'Th~ W??.bfng:tdil P,o5t, .Qctol:ief 22, :1;99!?• :Accessed· Oc;tobe(3D1 201 T http:/ inews,ga11u p;colT)/pan/.ci65,~39/fir.st" 

· t1me-arnericans~f<Jvor-l~galizirig~:rriarijl[ana,aspx. 
41 Marquis; Christopher. ''Bush's $i,9 BiilionAnjjafug ?ianfocusesontavvE11forcementand Tre;!Jtiiient.n The Nev/ 
Vork'Times, February i3; 2002~ Accessed October 30;~2017. httpJ /www.nytlmes.com/2.602/b2/t~[1rs/bush+i9:o 
p)Iligfi"anti(]rug~ph1h~fpr:;use!j~qq-iaw-enfon:ement"and"treatrn~rit.bfml?ref"'topics, , ··.· ·· . · · 
'42)ohnstoJ1;:pavid;;i[lcftew!~, N~il. "Obai}la'f\tlminJstratii:Jn to Stop Raid!; Qn M¢9ica1 Mi'!'Mju.¥i~. Qtspgns¢t}e~/'r Jhg 
NewYorkJimes;March 18;.ioo9. Accessed .October 30, 2017. . . · 
·http'://www.tjyfimes,c:omi2oci9/D3/19iu~/19.holrl~r;Jitrii!;tayloti Stuait.''Marijuanaf'olicy and P.reslden'Ual 
lg.?.d'¢rship~ 8ow to f\voifl a,:fe.d~q~i-st?teJr~i!:rWr~c~'Th~ Bre;iol<ings li:JstiJution, Aprll'i1, ioi3, Accessed 
·qq1:9ber' 30/2Dl7.Ntp:s:/JwifilV{:b.rooki.r\gs.~d4/rgsearch}marijuana-pcific\'7.<l.riil~pr~s.identraHE!<ici'~rs.hip-~qy\l~~q.,. 
avoidca"fedet'a!cs.tate~frain-Wfec'k/. . . 
.43.'raylor, Stuart ;;MarlJuana Poli'cy and,f'res1dential leadei'sfopi Howto Avoid a F'eileraJ~Statetraih Wtecl</' 20: 
M If@., ~i .. 
45 mia., n, 
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At~orriey General oHhel/ni.teci statgs,46:an bppone_ntoftn~dicaJ C~hl]abls ap(J anyefforttb dect.in')Jnalize. 
Gilinabi~ or fo reduce cdm1nal punishments. At a Senate drug headng in April 20161 ?essfons stated: 

;.;\,i/e'tieed grown-Ups in charg('! In Wasfilngtori tci say rriarijuana]s ript the~ind :Of thiTjgthai:G()ght to be te!t<ifized, it 
ri.l'.tghtndtti::i lie miriiniiied,tha(lf's fo facfa very reai dan_ge!' •• ~th1s dfugJs d);ing(irous; YD\I C<\hn'ot play wlth it, iUs riot 
fUhhy; it'snofsome:thrng to l<fugh <ihoi:n:~::thi:I tq s_errcj i:~at mes~~~~:wiili dai'ity.i:bat godd µ€ti pi~ don't smok~ · · 
mariju~na,;,; - . · .. .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . 

. . . . . 

Attofhey Gen~ral Sessfons' stance.on cannabis !s it~mlniSce·nt ofArislinger'.s sraternerii:S~·wn'icn r~jeded 
c~rinabis ohmo·ral.groundswit.ho.ut acknowle!Jgingltss1rnllarities to le~~dsubstances suc;;,h as-tob~cco CJnd 
aJcopoL 

California Cannabfs l?oiicy 

lo. i996, 'ta]lfo/nia passed Prqpositiqrr21s~·theCon1P.assi()f1af§.Ose Act, wlth55% ofthevole5. sta1:ew1de, 
.i:fnd78%in sa11 Francisco asillushated in Fj_gure 1 below. . 

Figure:~,:· P~<lp~~i!!~n,_2i5: t_?'!\PadsC:l1 of California and S~n-Francisco Election Results 
~ ..... ···-------·----· ..... --'·---~~-----~---

! 
r 

State 9'[ Callforn.ia: 
Prop-O:sitfoi1 215 Electioit ]1.e:sults 

faui Ffiutciscor 
Fropos1tion 21.S. Eiectl.on Results 

fh d~)r:ig so, ta!)fornja: pec9-nie· the flfst state fo Ame1%~ t~ J~Ht~ :Can .. ti"fubl~ for medfcaI use; The 
·compasslon;iteC<;1reA\:talfow.ed p9ti~nts <ind ejyalifie,d tar?g1y~rsto cultivate arid po~essccinnabis for · 
personal ·µ:se; hbweve.t JHiid i)ot:provide a fegulatf:iry strUctuYe}~ liodarifY the Com·pass16nate Use .Act, 
th¢. State Legislature passed ;Senate BU I 42.0 Jo ifo~; T&is nfff ~Jso pro~ided for the qreafto.n• pf an· 
ii::fentificatio_rl program forqL:tciiifi~C\ pµtlent?;49 

In add}tfonfo legalizing. medical cannabis,. C~l!fornla voter? propfiJl~ct th'e :stcite's t:!J.µg. p·pllcy aiNciy from 
ainiihafiz:atJon 'i:rnq h.arsh pynlshm.ents. 1.n 200(), voters a~proved the -S\tbstance JS;li~s~ ~nd'. Crimi 

. . . . .. .. . . . . . . 

·~·· 1[ig~h~rii; ~bri?top h ef.. ~rufniis.Pkk fo~A~forney G~ll~ra1: .. ~_Gooc:l. Pei;iP Te [)Cfn':t:S.m~k~.Miirij9;i"na;';The 
Washiiigtpn:Post,Noveniber 18; 2015, Accessed Octobet·30,2017.. · ·· • 
https://;.,..ww;W:ashingtonpcist;cbm/news/wonk/Wp/ig16/ii/18/tp:1rnPs-'pi~k:.for~aftorney~gen_era'i~gooc:l~peopfe:. 
·4ont~smokifrnari]uana/1utn:i..::;term=,8?426~ei?~ee; · , 
47Jbid; 
48 ".Uhiform toritrciiTed Substances Act/' ·talifornfa Leglsl ative Jriformat!On. Accessed Odoberi8, '2017. · 
fittp~//Jeginfo.]egLslature.ca.g0'v/taces/codeLdisplaySectior1;xhtrnl?sectlonNum=1l36Z:5.&.law.C:oa~=.i-1sp .. 
49 ,;Bili "riJumber;·SB ·420,. J'liJheXt:.'" ~Hfcirn1a legisl.ative. I hfcirriiaffoJi.-Ac~essed,Qetqhe~ 2.E; 20ff, 

fjp,://www:le~info.J:'.a.gov/pub/(gc~4/bill/se~/s.h 0401-04~0/~b• 42~\HW?00310P•.tnagfereil.htrril. 

:. 
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PreventTon Act,, directing the State fo .offer el1gible offenders treatment rather than laH-time for drug 
possessJi:fn and drug use.50 

6emee.'l. zcio3-a'ha 201s, the.tommer.cial r::annabts industry grew with few rufosanct.regulations. itwasr:/:t 
U,titjl wis :~.nd the passage of the MedjcalMarijua.na Regulation c:(ni:{Safety A:cttnat Ca.lifornia established 
~afogalf.rarpe.Worktofegulate abd monitoroearinabfs dfspensarJes.510rigitially s~ttot9ke effect cw1 January 
1!. 20161 the IVledjca.1-Marijuar:ia Regulation' arid Safefy Attwas amended via the Medic.al Cannabis 
Regul9tion ang Safety Act In june 20)J3\ ThisJJpd~te_d p)ec;e ofli;igtsla:tiort <1itned to incorporate stronger 
environmental pr9tectlon polities within a comprehenslv~ Jlc:eristrig sys:tem,52 

Orj Nciveml~er~/~016, t~liforola voters p;;issed Prt)P,Gsition (54; the )\dultUs€cof fli1ari]ua.na Ac;t;, te:galizjng 
the distr'ibi:itiotJ, sale, iind posse5sfon gfcarrnabis}3 Propositkin 64 passed with 57% .bf the vote statewide 
ahd. 743 of the vot€ in San Frqnc:lsco, asJllustrated in Figure 2 .h~low~. 

Figure 2~ P(opO.Sition ~:Comparison of California iind Sail Francisco Election Results 

State of ,Cdiforriht 
Ptd1?o~tioi1_64 Election Restiit-s 

··--.~--- --.--.~-. ---~ 

San Frnnc}sco; 
P.r:oposltion 6;fE1ettiori Results 

The Ad Ult Ose of MaflJwafra Ad: {AUMA) of2016 was modeled on :the Medical Madjuaha:]{egulatibriarid 
.Safety Ac.t' (MM RSA) of2Q1S. lQ 20i7.cjl1fcirnta·squghtro treateO.nefegulatorysystetn for both !1Jedlca·1 
~Qct ~_duJt-'tl5e qs~, Ther;e,for~, this last Juni;, 'Governgr)e;rry f?ro.w.p ~[gn!;!d the fyieifo:ipal anq Adu it Use 
·tannahis R:egµlatlori and Safety Act iritq l'ciw, reco.r:icllingthe.diffeiences betweenAUfVIAarid MM RSA, ?!id 
taking' :a ctudaf _step towards deyelqpitig '.a .reg[JlatorY fo:iJTi~Wotkto faciliti:fte a [egal, for-profitc:~nnabis 
s~c:tgrfor bqth rp~dii:Jrial f!nq adult-use.54 . 

50 "Th€ SiibStarice Abuse si·~din~ rreventjOji ~ctuf ?QOO_.:;•cqui:ify o{S;:intaC.lara'.s:Pu_bl)t. Di:iten·d.er Offjt€,;Mar£b' 
13, 2013. AccessedOctober 28; ZDi7. J:\tfps:/Jwww.sfogov.org/sites/pdo/Page~/5A~PA.aspx; ' 
5t'''As~2A3i Medical Mari]uana.":Californ-ia Legislative i~furmatlon; Accessed 6ctober3D; 2011~ 
httP_S'.//feg.jpfo;leglSl~tur~.ta,gov/faces/biil.Na~Cliei!t;xhtml?b\\i_iq;;z_Ql!?'2.01:EiOAB2_43, · . 
~2~n:sB-6.43i Medi_qi!Marijuarfa.'.' caJifomi~ Leglsl<JtIV~1hformation, j!.'ct;€ssed octob~r :2,9, 2017; 
l:irips://legiilro"legislati1re;c_a.govifacesibflfNaVClientxhtml?bfllJd:=20isiQ160SB643. 
53 ';AB...£i4~ CannabiS: Ucensare.and. Regulation/' California legislativelnformation, Accessed Octob'er29; 2D_17. 
bttps://leglnf(J.legfsiature.ca.gov/fac;~~/bil!NavC:li.entJ{btm.f?hiiL.1_rf::2ci1,-z2018041l(54. · -
$4 ".5!3-$4 cahnabls: Medldnai'ahd)Xqult Us~;il c.aiiforJ1ia LegisiaJ)Ye bifofmaffoir. AC;ceS::se:d Octoberc30; 2017 • 
. https;//J eg·J ilfoJegislat!l re.ca:f;(ov/faces[bnl Navar ~ilt'XhtriiJ ?bl ii id=i_th720!SOS 894) ·"State :and (bfaj Crihnabis 
regulations uriderthe Medidr\a'f anclAdul(Use'cai1na.bis Reguliition and Satety'Act{MAUCRSA):"•theSonoma 
CoLlhty Bat'AS.SodatiOri. Accessed bctober 36, 2b1f http://~w~son.olT)acoutitljbar:org/~p­
f~ht~nti\Jplo~ds/2017/Q9/U-12cii-ca~nahis~~~glJ<Jl~t1on~Safeiv~p;ct~pdf .. - - . - . . . . .. 
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san·Frdncisc:11.CannabisPo/fcy 

Prior to the pC1ssage·_ofthtfst?W-sNlde<C:oryipasslopate U:s.e A[t, San Fr,an~lsc;o voters_p~ssed Prnpositiq·11 p, 
Hemp Medication, ln:t99'.L. The :proposition asked whether San frandsco would recommend thattl:ie 
Stat~ frf Ca.lifofhia ·and the califorilja·· Meditaf Asscki~fibri restore "h~nip m.editai 'prepafat!~nsi1 to 
caHfotniks o{fieiaJ Hs.t pf rne~\cihe$,55 There wi=r€ three paid cirgurnerftS 01') .th{;! .~~[ioi: ln 'favor of 
Propositi()f! p.1 ·which 'J?roviOed q1:1otes froth -physida.ns and pited sdentific Tns:i:itutioiis in argliin_g for 

.. $anria.biS'. m~Bical'behefits.~~ Voters a'pp(.oVed_:th~ p[Opositfon With neafly80% of tlYe Vote,57 . . . 

lff1999;.San:Fr~ncisci/s Healtti comrrrissiOn adopted Res6Jution NO.; 29:..99,,;"Supporting.thie DeVf!iopment 
:and lmplementatiOJ:i of :a Voh.iota..rv MedJtal ~annabis identification t~rd prpgra"rn/;58 Tbts t-esoitttloh 
~up ported :the deyeloi:>m.ent o.fari_ ld~ntiffcai:ior:i ta rd program. for li.ledk~J i:-at)11ahis for lndlvfdu~l_s wbo 
qualif!eci trride-rthe rampassiotiate JJse Act :as patients or prirnaiy caregiver5. ,liJ 2000, the Board c;if 
~qpervisors forma'lly crea:t:ecLs_an Fi"~lidscb'~cutrent identificat1o'ti program foriTleJ:ficaf-ccinnabts.~ . . 

In- 1062,the i36~{l,of'Super'Vi~8rs piai:ed ~:fCipq.sltiori s,A:itieci ,;MeCJfcaJM~fi}u®9~.ii bh the 8allot.The 
proposltipn was a qec::la_ratio~ of policy, df(e_2ting the May% Bqard of$upervis~t?1 D.lstr_iCt Attorney, C:ity 
Attorney; :anclDepari:ment orPublic Health to ~xplore the possibility of creating a prciiram to grow· and 
qistribute<medtciil mar~fl.l'ciria. €~:·Prb positlQr} s' pa_~s~ed with a'pproximatelyli2% of th~ ypfi:ili1 

ln Marth 2005, the Board afsuperV.isors passed brdJn9tice No. 64::-0S~ 1'z:-aiiicig-.Jtitefini M9raforium 011 
·M edicai 'canoa.bls Disp$Jisari~su.6zTb.e ortjin.ance. expr¢5s'ed cori.c.ehi. 6ver the slgD[ficaJJt fhcrea!)e]rrtfie 
pumb.E!i of ih~i\fii;lV<ils:~i1n2lled ln the city's.~oluntary medicaJ ca._nn.abi:sldenfifica±ion program, st~ting:;!Jf! 
.1.Q.02:1 there Were. ~ppr6xirnately 2,200 iridividli<:il~tegiste~ect ... and,thgre ~re now ov~t ,5,ooo Qr 7,ooo 
lndividL1ais, e_htolled~iF'i Th~ Pti:lJriahce 9ckno.wiedged. that there were no mechanisms tq regulate bf 
monitor rtiedita(capnabis djs-pens9ries.ar)d '.tneref~re Imp·(ise~ a '.m()Ja:tor:ium on new .medical dubs :and'. 
dispensaries. Oii November 22, 2005, the Bo~rcJ #f S\ipef\IJsors un·animouslypassed Artkle :3:3 ofthe:S-ab 

ss Office.of tb.eRe.gtstraroJV9ter~c ~ar:i Fi:arydsco V.oterlnformatj.G;~ P.~1nplile._1::3,rci ?arppl~ Ballpt~iPDf. The!-'San 
frar:idsco . .P.:ublic Uhra:ry; ls9i. At;~~ii:Sed o~tol:iet29i 2011. 
htlps//~fpl:orglPdfJinairi/glc/electlonsJNoyen:iber~-1991s'hort;P.dt 
.:S6 Jblci.;14~. . .. . . . . . 
57 ;,s,m Fr.qnCisco _Ballot froposttforis: Datab_ase:'' The. S;;irr;Frpniisco:P1,1blicJib,rafy .. Atf~ssed .Octobed.9, '2()1'.7~ 
ht;:ps:/ f sff:il. cfrg/JnC:iex. pli Ji:?i:>gF2..00()!J2}lQ1&Pf:9pTitJe=&D.e-?crlption=&PrcipLefter:~p&,M9nth,;:&y:E!a'r=1~918l$ubmi · 
t:=:sea-r.Ch~ --. . ..~;· - .. -- =~. ·.,. : . - ··. ~. . 

58The San F.rai'rdsto Health CommissJon.Mfoutes .i;>HheHealth Cmnhiisstcm Meeting.Tue .San:Erandsro 
pepartm~nt:9¥ PµbllcJH.ep_l~h~· iboo, Acces~eg October '29,.i017> · ·· · · 
littps;/fwww.Sfdpf1~org/dpl:i/files/fic/HQMlns/HcMin2000/8cMino7is4udo,ntn:i . 
.S91brd. :. ' '· '· · · . · .-. . · · '· -... , 
60 The Department qfElettfons,·Vc:iter Gufde:f..ii:ivernber S; 2o62~:PtiF,~The dty.ancfo'.:ounty.ciEao Frandsco1 2002, 
https:/lsfpi,o~g/pdf/J'nafp/gi¢/ele¢tiO.ns/NoveinberS--'i002.pi:fj', · . · -
pl usan Frai:ic:1sG9 BallotPropositiciiis Pataba~e:1. TJieSairfrandsc:o.:Puhllc u]j·r~fy: . : . :: 
62 The: Sari Etan di co Board ;rsuperviso'i:s. di'dinance No.·64-os:-zonlng" lnferim'MorC;1forium qn Medtcal 
Ca,_nnabisDi~pensaries. PDF,iiie City, of San Frandsco~2.0ds. Ac~essed October3Q~ 2.017. . 
li3 lbidc 
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F f<l("l Cisco Hea If h C:oc:Je;. whi c;h provldeJf todes, rules, regulations I and . ()p er:at1 ng ptoce d ores for m ec:Hcal ~ 
.cannabis d1spensaries~64 
. .-. : . 

Despite the dty1.s2bbs moiCltbrium on c~nnapis djspensaries, San J=rancisco anc;f!ts Board of Supervisors 
, tontinued to support cafihabis for medkina) purposes :p:s a Whole. Jn 2007, the Board of St1pervisqrs 

passed Heso1µti61l 'No .. $07-{J?, "~dcnowledgipg [:the] lrriportance ofsaf~ CJf:ld Jegal access to medical 
~nnabis.ihSan Francisco."65 Ther~i;J!utipt)fµrtt1erurgedthe U.S. Attorneys Offii:;e iri :SanJrcmcisco :to 
~ea.s'efrom in\iestlgatingandprosecutihg)negfcal cannabis provicJers~ care&ivers and patients. 

On.October7, 20111 ta1Jfornia's four Unlted States Attorneys announced raw·enforcement $fforts ag<JJnst 
illegal 9perat)qbs Withi'ntfie f6r-p.rofltcannahis lndu'stry, 65 MEii1\da Hai:jg, tbe u.s~ Attbrbey Geheralfor 
Northern Califorpia at th('! time, t~rNtened>l9ndlorC!sof cannabis dispensarii=.slo_cate:q near :Scf)ools with . 
ptQperty seiz.ureY -

Antidpatingth e decdmlnalizatlof1 of aqult-yse ca n_babls fora dults, the SanJrancisco Boa rdofSupervisors 
c,re~ted the Cannabis 'S~te Leg.aliZ.atfon Task Force in 2.015.68 lhe faskfi:irce· is comprised of a range of 
stakeholders, frm;n tePreseMatives ;"()fthe J)epartment·of Publ]c Hgalth; t,0 lnciustry rnemb,ers, and 
commµnifyresidents, The task fore<;! hpsts p(Jhlic: meetings to discus's issues related to.the regulation of 
~adult-use canhahls activjfy in an effort to advis~ the~ Clty;s polic;Ymakers orCtlie legaliiatJon ofadU:lt~u.se 
cannabis, to date, thetaskfotce_has cr~ated over 2bo recoinmen#atfonsforco~sldeuitfbn, 

S~fi fra\itisco's ua:uc!get and :Appropriation ordinance'; ror the. fiscal y.g~t ~Oi7-2dl~ est<folisheq the. 
Offic;e ofCa,nnabis to eoor~lnate City d~p<1r;trpent.s a,nq state :agetl{:ies forfhe feg~fartioh of:cornme:rc]a1 
eanha!JiS aetMty iq2018.6~ 

Arrest rtates ifrsanF!'andsco 

Io better understeindvv~kh lndiVictli<lls acid·;commtjn!fieshaveb:een dlspropciftfonateJy krtpactedbyWar 
on Dtugs enforcement pc::)lides; ihjs sf!ction:ta~~s civajlcible data sets. apd ~vi.ews a:[rE;StS rates: by race; 
't:.~hnk1ty, ctnd geo~raphiC Ideation ]h. the Clty atid' CtiuhtY of San ftahtlstb.The .arrest anaiysis relies oo 

... · . .- -

Q4.Jhe Sari ffahl:jsco Department.of P:ublic Health. Artkle33; Medli::al CanriabiS:.Act 'PDF. ihe Cit\icarid Coljrity of 
San ErariCisco. Accessed bctober30;.2bii. h~ps~//www.sJdph . .org/dph/ffles/EHSdocs/MetlCannabls/MCD~ · 
Attide_33'.pdf, . . . · · 

·65 The
0
Sah Ftal'.lt;i~~<? Bi:,i~:(r~ pfSJJPJ'!r:Vis6.i:s;.Jtesolut1qh No, 307.coj: qqnct.en1i:Jlng P.@~ci.Jt\ohcif JVJedic<il )VJari]ua:na 

by the Federal G.oyerriment. PDt the citv·i:if:Sah Fr'ancistq, 2001; Access ea ottc:i:t~t'30;.2017. 
http://sfbos;org/~p/uploadedi'ifos/bdsupvrs/resolutionso?/rb307-oi;pdf. . · 
'6~· "Galif()ftii~'. ~ Top· Fe.d~l ~WJnfor~m entOffidalsAnnq\]n ce EbforcemeJ1LActlons agafost 'sta,teis· Widespread 
~n~ JJli=gaJ1V1a.riJua.f!~ ln_dustr;y/' Th¢':Uni_tecl state.s (i.tj:orney'.s Office; oc;tq~~r7r2Q'.l1; AcceS:Seg October 3Q,,2017, 
hti:psjJwwvJ..jus.tlce,goV/ai:Chive/u'sao/c'ac/P~ressrooirJ/20i1/JA4a, bfml~ . 
57 Unite.d si:;rfes Attorney,_ Northern District of ta'lifo~~i<i. Re~ Marij11<1nabi5-pensary atREb/{CTED C:ity.:and eaunfY· 
:of SC!n francisco APN: REDACTED. :PDE. KQ~D; Accessed Octqb~t 3b~.'20l7. http://ww2.kqe~.cirg/news/wp~ 
corrt(:!nt/uplqads/sit~s/io/ip1itio1.0scAt.t&n·~~:.~afi]:µan~;1ettet.pdf~. . .. ·· · · 
68"'Knowledge,sharlrrg 8.. Collabor.atiiin: cannabis State Legislation ;ra~k·fq'tc·e,'1 The ~an Franci.sco Department of 

''Public .Health, ·2015; .Accessed 6ctober29; 26i 7; https:f /www~f<lph.org/dph/c6fnupg/knowlc61Jtsi/defaultasp. 
69 Office ofthe-tontrcifler, ~udget and Appropriation Ordihai1ce'145-16~ p[if TheJCitY and County ~fSan . 
Frcmdscp. Atces:Sed Dq_o~er {.9;;ioi7c ·· .. 
http://skontrol.le(org/sites/default/files/Documents/Eiudget/FY17%20%26%20FY18%2DAAO%iOF1NAL%2dB,upget 
%2owith%20tails.pdf. ·" · · ·· 
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data provicfod bySan Fi":c;incisco Police (SFPD}and.S}ieriWs Depcirtlnept {SFSOJ, and features cornpaieibie 
statewld¢ 's~att:stics, ptiblishecf by the };ciHfC:irn1a criminaf Justite Statistics C:~nt~r and pc:M~cd '.q-u the 
A{torneyGenerql;s Open· Jµsticeslt~ (QOJ1 id17).. · 

A broadetanalys1s. of a{L<;frug j3rt13sts w~sso.11c:!µcted la~geJybythe Center Dh Juy.e!ijle~and tril)'ii11al)us_tke 
(OCJ), which nas1:ssued ·a'series of repo.rtsdefaiJ111gci pattemofraciallydiscriniinaforyarresipractkes lh 
~ariFi-andscor. partrcLilafly"foYdrUg qffe~es/0 T~e:®aiyslsbE!ginswit)1 CJO's revieWbfailnrug>atrestslr:t 
.San fr'andscoJr:ofi;l 1977Jo 2Q16; \ivith a 5tfqngfQGus on felony afr;ests, (Whkfrln,clµde rna;nuf;:i~fure1 :5a'le; 
and large~.guantlty qr.ugppssession·h Thisreport fhen analyzes.San ~rancisco'sqmnabisarrestsfro:hi 1990-
20J6. The canr:rabls arrests captu1'ed.in .the .q?ta .set inc;lucle fefony cha·rges .and ceustodial mtsdf:!rneanots 
and infrcictfons.71 MTsdemearrors ·primarily fovo\v~ Jowcguantfty poss~ssfon; 't~oqgh ·p.qs~es?lon ·ef fess 
than ;;m ounce wa:s downgraded to an infraction Jn 2011. 

' ' . 

SFPD cind Sf SO data ~~nie ~l~Yet~l d~fiqendes tn how race and ethnkity are tr~atecj. Most crudaHy, 
Hispanic/Latino ethnidty' is posite.d as a tyfle of fadal .identjty in the data, eraslhg the: nuarice of. 
race/ethnicity within the .latiha t:cimmunfty, Hispank·codedarrests also ol11vtewesent¢dless ~han i%:of . 
.arrests from 1~90..:20:1,6, :a l~yel tba~ ·is highly: inconsistentwith availa,ble convici:1on data for that time 
peilodo Th ;qther ·words; it TS 'JikelV l~tino ;arrem are distributecf 'amongst 'nwhite11 and other 'tadal 
.<:;ategorii;s, ·wnitfr n:lay ·llhderniineth~Validity 'of ;;1.rrestn1tesac~oss ra ciafcategorieS,:~ • 

Tri r~sponseto th€ iad(·6fdat~ on ~i;Juit~spankAatifio c<innabis .arrests,.CJCJ supplemeht~d theit~1wlvs.is 
With .sta'~isfics. fro1n the Sa11. Jrcincisco Juvenlie .p.robalion Departmept (;;f:jfoj (io}-() ·,which 'J.hnre· 
a£cur.ately. :reflect how :drug: arrests diffe~ hy r·ace 'arid ~thhidty ·amongst JuvenUes~ Eurtheffoore; t!i.e 
(!ttruysis ;Of ca·nnabis af;~ests is con'fin~d to 'exatritn\ng /l,frkan American cannabis arrests p;erteF)t~ges 
_reiqtJVe:tp thei'r perce.nyg~ ofihe.popµJ;;itio!_), ,r:atherfl)qnln cornparfoof!tgth,eam~st rates; of O.l:her ~cic]al 
gtoiJjJS; To cortl]J(lre·di:ug arrests across pbpOlatierri:S1.dCJ cald.ilatedatYest ·rates bydivlding.totals by, state 
Departmeht oHirran'CeJ5bpUlatiqns tor eac;h age group, gender; and ra~. . . 

brugAtrests)fn>afysis, 19T!·2016 . , 

:tJci's :study: of drµg ar(e:st data fo( f~ibny cl)~rgis"fou'nd sign\fic~ht fj'µ~tµatJons in. the C:i1:ls 'cirqg Jaw 
·~nfo~c€i:nent~ }irimariivJovolving African Am~rlcciF)-arrest~cites.tpeir key findings )rycluded; . · ·· 

e: frqm 19;,8Q. ~o tlj~ rnld~19~p~; San Fra ncTsc;o's ra.cial'patteros~ln :gtiforc~ment of (:frug tciw~ t()yghly 
, r.esembledthcisest~ewlde. $tflt AfricatfArperi~hsJn Sar) Francisco w~h= ?LtcLSJi.f:nes hicire 

Kkelyto'he arrested for dnig fekihies ptibft{lthe i:iild;;19,90s .thanthejr proportion of the fotal 
pop:t:ilat'fo:ii W:p-µ1!fp~~9lct.: 

~ Fi"bro. 19Q5·:20091San ffohcfscfrg2(pgl}Ej'r:ic;ed ~li .. ~xgfosJon in dn:igJe"lony arrests bfAfrldfri 
~rnedcansthafdfdnot o:ccur eJsewherein~the state, ntirfor other t"Ad?-1 tategqr(~~ tr:i: s~n 
Frcinciscq,_ , 

ilii .·From.WO$-' 2.016., the'Crt¥~S de¢11t'ie]n.dru~ ·~rrestsfof a'Jlfaces was fargerfhan,oceu:rred 

#a!ewide, 
• F.mm,2oio:~2oi.fr; cfrii'&'arr~s~s felhh~rpi.y}or'iir]r~ce:s:in san t:randsco from 2o:wlhtou'gh 

2016. in 26cis; a_ numbei'equaI,toa:7%:ofSail Franciscds AfricanAme'riican.populatfonwas· 
·?rt~stec! for drt!g fefoniJ~~; Jn2bi6, ths-\'J'Ufyl)'.iarhad ikopped ti),0.:7%; 

JD.See Ajlpend1x A:, c~ht~t o!} Juvehil€ atid crin:iJnaJlustice Drug ArrestSRei:iort, 2Ql?: 
11 s.ee ~ppendixB. Flill Ust ofCanriab1s.Sj:i'ec;ifi~ Statutes lfeviey\'ed; , 
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• fp]rn th~ir 2008 p~CJk1 drLrgfelcidy taJ:es fell92% arriong_African Ameriqii:l~~.nc:fby84% among 
nq:n~b1ack races lo.the City {DOJt20'.l.7). These qeclines Were .much Jargerthan occurred 
elsewhere frtCalifornia {19% for Arrkan AmEitlcansi 6B% for other rac~). 

f(gt:tte 3.San Frandsco tefi::ihy drug: arrests by race, per'lOOJOOO populatfon; anhual averages(197i-
2016} '~ 

.6,526 :6,597 .... 

2016 

Sollrce:·aa (20i7) 

• W:hil('!: some ofthe: ctecllrie irifelohy citrestsJs_ci11e to red~ni:stcjte reform_sfo.red~s,sffy manx . 
felony'driig offeiisi=s<as r:rilSdemea11ors, misdemeanor drug''clrrests aJsbfeliby'90%'in 'San 

·it· 1'adal.disparitiesih 2.616 h<lve narrowed fromfhepeakyear, 26081 vif.BenA.fdcan ;i\mer1cani.in 
;san Fraiii;fsco were 19.2 time::h:iiore likel)itbah nori.:bia~kSanJ=rahciscans, arid iLS. times rhori2 
li~~ly.tJ:ian_AfricanAl)'le(iE<;tDS elsewhere _in C;:i(if.{)tnia~to b\'! arresteqJor<l drugfelony! 

• :gyeJJ ~t foqay/,s hit1ch lower l¢vels, however, lar~e taciah:li_spar'ities percS."5t lri 2016, African 
Amerkans,inSahFrancisco experienced_folony i:frogarrest rates 10-timeshlghef.than San 
Fran9Jscans ofc;ith~r @c.:es1acicl 2:.4tlm~s higher than Afriqrfi Amert~~~s ~ls:ewhere ln t~ilfornia. 

• Ambng-youtb (averys_niali sanip1e)!tatioos aren9wtwiceas !fkeiy ·asAfrkanAmericans, five. 
fitnes moreJikely than wh!tes~·and neadv to times more tike!ythanAsfans.to bi; arrested far a 
dr.µg felo11_y, 



f1gure·4'. Juvenll~'felony·drugarrestsper-100,000 population ageilO~i7, San Erancisco vs. 1rest of 
california, 2009 vs. 2016. 

.MALE Ftw!ALE 

Afilcan Ntk"1J 
kJan 4.irref.kan· :f;,lony Drug Arrest.Rate ·· ~m~r!Can · Wfrite· Mispanic 

is.ii 

2Q16. 

Source; tlcJ {2oi7) 

.• African :Arner!can girls and voungwoiTien w~re.ci'ntil recentl\ftargeted for criminal Jaw 
~nfdi:c.emenfat much higher fates.in .San fr:<lridsca 'in c:ornpailson to ali other demographfe: 

:groups in the City. In;2.007 (the. peak year f<:>ryouthdrug~iirrests)! 5an·FraJ1dsco'sAi'rican 
Art\~rlc~hfem.a!e yol,ith aq:ounted fo:f 40% pftj1~ f~16ny ~.rug·arrests of African Arnet'Jcan feniale 
v_c)iithsin Califotnia'andhad arr~sf rates so timesnighetthanth~ir counter-parts in other 
counties; In 2bi4~2ms, onJy :one Af;ican American: female youth W;:is.arrested ins.an Fra r;itisco 
for a drJigfeiO'ny; 

·~· ln.20d7,125offhe·cityts16Syouthdrug-felonyarresteeswere.latinos~ i12we-reAfri~an 
:Am~dcaris, and li wer~ .Asfans. lti 2t}i6, seven were l;atihos; one was Afrtroan X\fnerican, two 
were Asians, '<lnd iiorie\iJere White.- :• 

e Ifadal pa);ternsin~ragai't'ests donofm;:itchiai:ia[ patter~s in drug qbusg.Of th~81,6 p§qp(~ 
Who died from abuslpg iiUclt:drugslh :S~n Frandsco durlr1~fhe five~year, 2611-20:1s perlod1 55% 
were ho.n-Latlno Whites;2i% were African· AlTiericans; .1Ci%.were Lati'.hos1arid 9%wereAslans. 
In coritras.t;.43% qfthe dty!s6;satdrl1gfelqnyarre5ts d.ttring 

'CiinnabH AiJeSt~; 1990-;201-6 

~atf:en:is ~imHarto tho:s~ 'found in qC:J's anciiy~!s are apparent when specificailY eiamining' cannabis~ 
related feibiiy·and-cw,stodi~Jrnisciemeanor. attests. As·t;l~rnonstr-?ted iii "Flgt.li:e. s below/ffom 1990,.20161 

Black?? ind1v1dl:ia!S tepies'eiif an !.ni;:reasirrgly larger 'perc~ntag~ qftotaJ qlnn?bi~-reJate.cJ: arrests ll1 :?a:fJ 
fr~pd~~o! Though ~a.tlno :arr'~stsvJere noti:lisc~.rnlbie frorn the! .data set; Asian canfl~ihfs arrests reflected 
only 1 % of the tdta I a rtesJs;ftom 19QO to 201s.- ·- ' 

71 Nrest5 are fada!iy,eod~din the ~ata as "B";li:ir Blackod\frican Amentan in the SFSO cannabis a~resfs data.set, 
lrieaning.ihdNidual:S from. theAfrtcan:diaspbra may also be reflected.in the data. Thlssedion of the analysis · 
addresses the Blackpopulation.inSan.Prancisc~With an understanding fhatan 9verw_he!(liingm._a]or1ty tif ~i~ck 
:9rres~~ likely involve AfrlcartA.rneritan:s. · · . · - · · - · . · · · · 



figure 5. San Francisco Cannabis Arresfs:for Black Individuals vs. All Other Races (1990::.ZOlGJ 
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Tile ]ump in totalatrestSTn L.ooowcis actql)lpapied by a Jump in the dfsproportionalifv of Black arrests, 

Arrests· increased by 1titi%between '1999 and .2000~ from. '.!Zf64 to 3042. The percent of arrests featuring 
·~Japk(Jetainees we_nt tip frqm ?4% to 4lo/o of a~Fari:'~sts, a iq% lilcrgas~, tiespite the high perd~nfcige of 
B1atk ,cannabis .arrests, Blacksan Franc!S_cans'compflsedZ.8% bi Sari FranC:isco's pop!llation in 2000~ Even 
·~~· th_i; 11L!rnh~rdlot<i'l:arrests drastically fa)ls ?f:oi.md 2oi1,- qfter the downgrading qf misqE:;meanor 
cannabis po5sessibrY.t6 an infra<;tioo, 8Jacl~ eannabis ar.r.e:sts as a percentcig~ of total afr~sts hov~ts ar'oUbcJ 
so%: As figure 6shows, Blatkpeopfe>onJyrf;!pteserited6%ofSa~ francfaco:s population in 2010_ 

l!rguiE,! 6. Rercenf~f Blacl<CalihabiS Af:restscompaied to BJad~Popu'iatfoninS:ah Fi-andsca (1990~2016} 

··-~~--.. )~~£.. 
. ...... ""' -·;,,.-... - -~.'. . 
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.-.-•• L,.._ .• _·,~, .... -_._:;;.....'.-
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: -·. +""~ ~;:k ~ d t«iilPf.lpu!a©n. ·· : ·.. •• iit;ck;% ~f1ot<inA~fflian9Arr~ .. ,, 
:soURCE:si=sb.Arrests:;D.ata.{:i990-:2o;i:6);•ll,s ... t:ensus:(i99:o12od0!20i%A:iiieitcan.cdmmuoitySurveY<(ioi6) 
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identifying piSadvantaged Communities . . . .. . . . . . -

,A.s_itidicated bytlie racial c:Jispatitjes ,iii Sar:i franCfsco arrest anti bodkif\g rates, fije Wat ofr .Qrl!gs has 
produced d1sp.arafu- arrest r~teis 'i:!.cross r~dal groµps. And While ~tes· of drug use ;;md sf;lie are 

:eomrneflsut~te ~tto$sJaciaJ lines (see figqt~rl), 'slac,k~and L~ftincr i::-Ommunlti~§ lntefac.twfrhthe tii_rninaI 
Justice syStern1 liidutlingVla afrests1 bookings~ ahdJncarceratlon; :at a. rate far higher than thefr Whl'te 
counterpaJ'ts~ 

figure 7. Cannabis Lfae by Race (2.001-2010) 

There iS· a dear rel_atl"onshlp between race, the crlrriinalJ.usrlce sysfoni, ii~d efoncimic opporturilty; botfr 
io San FQ:lhds¢o ancl>Mallonaily; Ali. O)J~ma Whjte Hot.is,e Report, Economir:'Pet-$f:rectiiles bh J11carcerC(ti6n 
and· the Crlmil]a[ justice 5ystem~ 7"' ·i;ise.s: :?'i::otiorn\'~ a~:i'aiysi~; to Vndersfand: th~: :costs;. benefitsJ ~bd 
consequences of ~riminal justice poficfos. l\ltitably,the report P.Pints olJtthat having .a ciimina)reco.rd ln 
the us.,makf:!S itrnpr<: diffictilttoflnd erjifildym~nt and those who have been i(lti:JrJ::~tated e'arh 10Jo:40-
percent le,s? than innliarworkers Wiffiout~ hist{)ryofi'ncatq;rit!Qh?-i:The report ~!so es~imates tfiatrates: 
:otparenfalincarcerafiori are2to 7·tlmes higher for 'Black and His[:rnriicchildren than White children; ahd. 
Parental incar{:efation ls astrongtlsk factorfora i'iutnber ofadverse outcomes', in:tiGc!ihg butnotiirnited 
to rn~ntal ll'!::<11th probieros, :$:cho9'1 d[op~ut; :ancr µn<;mployin~nt. Finally; the, rep~rt. c<;ii1cl11d~;s that' 
consequences of interactions with tbe ~rlininal jusffi:e system gn include not only~negativeJmpacts on 
~m:ployment, btttaiso health,, debt; trampoJt<l.tioh, hOiJsin_it! .am:{ fooCI s~c;qrlty, an'er 011 a hat1on<Jl level,_ 

:
73https!/fobamqWhlteJiouse.archfves ,gov /sltes/defa u itJUtesf page}fHes/20l6042;i _ cea Jn tarcera_tion_ctHnJnaLJust. 
~M ..... · .. · .... · .. 

7A Executl\(e Sutl)r:i_iary; page5:. 11Rei:erii:jqb appiica.tlon·gxperfmef)t,Stff\cl thatapplfta·ritswith crirpinal t~cbrgfw~rie • 
so percent.less likel\f to recei)le ifn intefviewr~ql[E.st ofjob offer; relative tp icle·rri:ical ?pplic'!nts With no crirolnai · 
feeorcl, .aiicfthese dispantieswere larger fof 8Jackapplica_rits/' 
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these impacts are ;'disproportlonateiy borne j?yBfa~t(ahd HfspciniC rneo~ podr ihi:lividOals; and indlviduals' 
\Nith ~igfr t:c!t~s 9trri.~1Jt?Lliln ¢-55 ancfit:JhstciXl!;e ·cibµ5~/'75 

overaf1; the White. Ho:us~.(epor.tm~kesdear t,hai [flter!'l ctioh~.wifh th e'P-lmir\alJustf<~e 5Y~tem,. indudihg 
t.~i:ougb~~1iJ9rcerne11~ ofi,:a_nnapi?:-rela t€d at~jvjty, c_anh~ve peg9tiVe·flnd:c(JrisequehtJ<ll ·economic ir:n f)acts 
on tlie:arrestee and theirimmedlate family: · . · · . · . .. 

.. .... ' 

Ide~iify_(flg ~gr1 _Franclsc(:ls 'f)/sa_r/,v,rp;if(Jged Cdmm1,m;lry 

_San frand~to.'S.dat~,.dn.·ati'.est;r.ates by:fo¢atio)1Js lr;i~tj~q_µate forth~.JiLirpo~~s bf h'i~PP!ng. ~trestiates bV 
geograph jcfoccitiot.is' overan ,e~te ns1Ve J1erfo·~ .of tirn~, ap d,fhe rc=f 9.revn de rstandirig ·Ion~ l:en:n. ir:n_pacts; 

qf 9v~~" poiidqg Jo certain ~ornflilin!([e$ ([.$~ p_rior to_· 2:01of ;Howe\i~t; thi.s a'nalysl~ utiliies= :availabie= 
Jocihon data ·of.cahnahis afre~t,{ocdfrrlngh~tweeri Jar:iuary.2010. ~ OctOl:ler 2017), for.the plilrposes of 

.. u11~Jers1,cinc)ingwhere~hig,h cirrest:rate.,s <JVC?flap with ecotic:Jirifoafly,dis~dvanfa.g~d cornrtiil;rirti_es (see Fig-tirt: 
9 onth~.foiloWjn_gp~_ge), .. 

. For 201?; C:afifornra':,b/:!p~r~µ:ient of; }-lquslrig :a,nd Cqmm~rijty De\,felopfri~ht a·efines s·an F~ands.cc/s 
extt:em~!y low~,: Vf!ry]ow?ah;d[[O\l\i::i.ncor)1i=J¢v,els'as·a)o(lsaj'i9!d anriu<1I 5~t'OJr1~ a.t.-0.r bel'qW80:% cif ~hf! 
Area Median tncomeJ<?t a 4~petS:df1 hc:ii.isehol\:f;, $hs;3o0?5'AMtmay be broken. Cfawn-:frifo more exact 

:!Jf;~~:~i1!i~~tEi~¥~~~~~{~~f~t:\E1!~~~~~!~iw.~ffJ,}J£r!:~~.:jt~:; 
tig~re tt · 2on:san Fi~nciscoi!Jcd~e·in.rf!sh(,JcJ§hY:A?e~;i~ie~i~n 'rnc6me '(A'.!Vn} 

----=-==- -- -- - ----

. Nuril~erof PersonsJn ! ! 2 - ~ _ 4 ___:_ s _6 17 - 8 __ 
-Household __ I _ -_- _ - --

i - - [ . 

san E~fr~in~li: 
fraWi::isc:o· t:qvi( 

. -' 

-, .... ·- ·. ··. 
$7'~;359 ' $81,fiob $861900 4~Petson: · 'v~f9:10~-

AMH .. lnco.ine• 

· · · $Hs°,3ocf • Low.•. ·· ···· 
. t l'~~:i£i ·: ·: 

··., 

7~:qjfrclL!~ionr . _ . . . . _ . . ... _ ... 
https://obarnawhifolious<:,:archivesigov/site$/aefatllt/files/page/file~/:W160423...:cea3ncarceratioh_criminaUustfc-
e:pdf. · · 
y9~cA,Hco tl'lcpifle. Umitsfgr-2017, http://www'.hcd,c;?:gc)\l/graqfs~fondihg/(n~qrn_e.;l_lrhitsist~te:cand~federal­
ih.~o.nie~limit4do~s/iric2k1J.pdf 
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Figt!{e 9~ toncentr(ltfon ottgw-lncom~Househo}ds al or Below_ So% Of Mecifan l11cqme bysa_n Fra11c:kco 
C~US!,JSTractwith Canncibis Bookings by Arresti.ocation (201()..'.2017) · 

So:iirce: Mayor's Office nfRouslnfS·and Commu,nity o'i;velopmerit (2bf7) 



. . 

Tq further understa11.d.whkh: cammurifties yvhbin the. ti±y nave expenenc~d -~- d\spropprflonat~ly high 
number tif-arrests·and potential economic disadvantage as a·res11lf, the map1b Figure 1b isfUrther refined 

_. ~o show' census l:rac~ :With bd.th a high hqmb.er 'of low lncom~ hous_ehoJd; { defiriecl as ~80%AMI) .and :a 
-.-· •..•. _srg11lfi~aJjt nUrnlJei: of¢ab:i:iab._1~r~latg~am~sfi!, The rneffian pertenfa~ge of .fdW-lncome housengJtkacr.oss 
. ·• S<m F'rah-dsco census•frads 15 40:2%. accordinJS to .census·-_data~ Addftioli:ally, the median number -:Of 

bo6king$ per ion peopj~ a~ros? cehstrS'"t~ii¢ts.for:20i0-2Q16.ifira5 QA3. lfierefofe1. ~he map ib Flgur~ 10 
higbJights. 911 census tr.ag:,.n:mi~ meetth~fql(gwfngtwo:crifefia: · · 

. . ' .. - . 

•· A.percentage of}Qw..;income households higher than the median va_lue of40;2% 
•· Bookings per 100 perso)1s_ in:tl1e7Q_t5 pett~DtiJe, 6(J'athe:r greater tllah0;83 

.. : ···; . . .. ; 

. Of197 pJ~~iblecellswstrads, 4~ :metqoth criteria and 'cir~representeq ih blue ibFlgurg.io1~h:Jw, · • 

....... :. 

;-·:o·· 

··.;·;· 

.. ,'. 
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Figure rd: Tr~c:tswitli low income po)iul~tiriq {<80%AMl}above median p~rcent~e cinq )Jo() kings: per 
:(QO persons abqve]Oth perc¢nfile 

... 
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As.: FigtJres ;t6)~J1d 1i ·sh9w1 more thaifflalf Ofthe qt:Jalified:c~risf1s vactsfcifl ih Hayv)ew HUnters Po'int the 
'JY!is:Sion, ~rid J:beT~hqeHdin'combined'. These heighbor:hOo:ds aJ~o all. feature cens~s.traCfs with significadl:' 
r~~es of u11errrplbyme11t:a:ocl s{)rne 9f th? highc=.;t fate~ 9f c~riricifa\~ ~.rn~!i!'sc lt :Shouiq~b:~:pqt~d ~b~Hhis' 
·~m:cifysls_ c]Oes nbl esta.bLi:'?h dlr€ct correl~tloh !Je.tWt:'e!i 0gnnabls· attest gb;d /9w:~tnt~Me household~. For 
instance, tne; high, number ofatudents resfdfogJn takeshore may baa: drMngfador behind the.lower· 

ir11:torn.e Jev~ls:J)r~~\'ntin ~D?vnui~t 3J~.p1J.r~l:fier."than tbe blgb ~g:11n;:i:l:\ts::~rre.str~tes. ttaw~v~r, @yen. 
tha extstifig iit~rat!-lre ~iii tflete'fotionsh ip be:tWe~n ecohq'r1J ic o'pporti.rr:i ity a.nd tn~: War i:i~h D.tu)~·s, the tracts 
Jdenttfied .above are the plaaes: wherethatrelafionship. ts most likely to have 1Jad ap a.tl~~rse ecoijofuic 
fnip·~~t~' ·'' 

.: .., . ' ';"" ~ . 

.'.; 



ExistltigCannabislndListry Data 

"f3iven the lrifancy oftne l~al cannabis market.andtbe corittnued ifitctfoa:i:ure of tbe inaustry In c:i feder?I 
ton text; there ls a de;t!.rth ~f quality demographk dafa on t<mnabis i:hdu~trv profes~lonak the existibg: 
industry, as discussed in this sedion, re'lies onsmall sample surveys7 which llmitsconfldence ln how these 
rnmJbe~s c:an be applied to large(popufations: HoweVerJthese surveys a{e our best iooklnt:o this em~rgLng 
industry. "· 

Natrona! lndustry 

Mafijuan?l BusJness IJ~{1\(p_qnducted at:t anonymous ontlhe po.IJ of !j67 ~eff.::l_dentifie~: cannabts )naushy 
business 6Whers and !executives, shedding some light .on the i:ompositi6n of the national rnarket.77 
Ethriicity was not treated distinct frorn race in the Marljuan;:;i .Busine,ss Daily survey; Jnsteaq: requlfing 
Lcitfoo respondents fo ¢noose betv~~eq respcmding to the survey vviththeir ra.ce o:r:their ethriicity1 .not 
both. it5hould be noted thatthis has lmplkations forth'e aata's;a¢curacy. Still1 acc0rdihg fo tne survey~ 
19% of respondents were racial/ethniC _mirior.ities, thpugli rndalfethnic mrnortties c;:ornprise38:7,% of the 
natli:mal population. Under-representation affects no]1-Hfspaxric AfrtGan Americans, and Asians as well as· 
Hispanic/Latino tommUI'litjes. NoncHispahie Afric~n Arnerkans and Latinos face :the highest level of 
dtsproportionalhy, £$~h owning only a tlilt.d oftl)e P1;:ifketc that the'lr- share of the natfon9l )Jdj:n:ilatlqli 
wouldJm_ply. 

Rg{fte it, survey ofJface & EthniCity In the National Cannabis. tndi1~try 

-''>fl,frk<c1Amer_kan 

' 5.i~~ 
~A9t.· 
:~. 

·A.sG~:: 

3·~2% 

:llli·~~m~ 
Allr,,ces­

_i'l~ank/ l\:>.bo'. 

*'Note: The chart'above, assumes C1JI survey respondenhihdtdfc!l nrfr identify a~Hispr;mfc( tatirto are non+llspank, huweverfhis, 
may i1ot be tf]e_co_S,e glveniespiJndeht:S wer{!. .not given the o{ltioh to irferifif)! fJbih th'e~(i'ace and ethnrdt)i. 

Source:,'rVia ri)~a i'la Business Da!ly{201,7f, fln:ier{can:Comrn unify .Sur:Vey {ZOl6) 

.irMariju_ana Business daily (https:f/mjbiz.daily.com/women-mlnorities~mafljtiana::fr1dustry/) 



C.alifbtnk.1 inc;Iustry 
J\lmostatfiird-of respondentsto the MarijwanaB-usine:ss-baily surveYreportedthatthelr business 
headqtlCJrterswere:in taliforni~, tbis ls reflective of California's share qfthe n;;itfonal market) fo Wnfcb 
Ca!lfor:nici. acc:oun1ed. for~?% or2016 legal market sales.?8 the stcite als{) ,boasts the highestpercentage 
ofmin~Ority-owned cannabis businesses, accofdfrig to the survey. Over23%cifCa1lforni~ responoent5 -
Were racial miMr!tiesjl) f()lrtf)aris9n to.the state's tptal pcipula_tion, Whidi_ is -61% compris~d Of 
racl<:il/ efhritc: rninorJtf§S, t})ere is stlU signiffcantunder representation in the ind4si:rv. -

Fjgurt;13. Sµt"vey of R~ce_& Ethnlsify in the caiifornfa.C~u:i11abi,s rndµ5try: 

::Ai~% ·:t7Sf.~ 

:::•t~~ 
Oth'Cf 

.. ~-~2%:. 

;~·-

·i:-

Wcite/The ¢li_drtcibove,assif_rn'e5 alisi.trvey tespond~n ts thatdld nothfentifY as Hispanir)Latlno areridn-11_/spa-rii~,- however:tHis 
mqy h qt He'-th_e case· given /e~pqDef entj vlef_e.iiot.givea · tfie-o{Jtion to identifY-b.oth .t/1~irtgce a!Jii,I! thi:iicity; 

,$_gf1 Pkmdsco,Jndlistry 

A.~01ah·11~persohsu·rv~y;con-dutted 1:iv the San Frahclsco cha:ptet ofth~c~llfortria Growers Assodatkin 
f9tlnd more div~r~ity [n the 91n11abls Jpqu$try oh a 1ocai_ l~veffth errw.Jthin the n(ltion ancf-f.he state. 
Respondents were:.ablefo se1f-1dentlfytheirrateiethnfci±y ha_tre.efo~ni field.EigU-re 14showsthau~-6% 
of re-spo'ndents currenfiy OPf:!tate ;:i~c:iiiital;i!s fjusinessin toe city,;aiidJ:>i them;~$2~ identlfiep a~ a.,racial 
pr. etbnJcmlho_rify, ·rhfa:ls ahighe_r p~cenfagethan,Jfle st<:ite's.ih.qLJ.sfry asref!eFti;:d b¥1he rvi<1rifoana! 
8\isiriess :PaHy:.Surve'y,,:meari1ngthe San_Ff~nciscornarket'may be i1.,heavyinfluehce OiJthe level of 
d:fversity in·Callfoniia's ~a;nn~bi~ in(iu:stry.·s-:i:1n, r~da:I and. ethnicrnJnor:iti~s at~ 5&%.pfS.a1tfranc;lscc{~­
fotal popolfltf Ph (A~S-~Q1~); :2_6 percentagepoints hJgheJ than tiJ~rnercl=ntagg '9f'ra¢ral'and ethn[c 
rnindrify business operators in the survey. TheAsiah-comhiunlty Is especially undefrepreseiited in the 
focal rnark¢tfteptesetit1ng34% 9-fth~,5at1 Fyanckco popula:ttbn oJJtohJY 8S%.ofcanh'abfa business 

1A'S_f,W eeklv -- http://ww\iil .sfV(ieekiy,~oi:fi}n e"W,s/ c;al if om fa-le ads:natiorHn-i ega 1-rD<irij li;ina-sa_I es/ 



3s 

Operators. AddltionaTiv; ~.iYo. of mar1j\]ana pusiness operators respq11ciingtothe ~~_rVey-Wefe female, a. 
figure well below parity. . · 

Fl~µre l4. ~urvey ~tRaee & ~th11ldfrii1 t,he San Fraodseotannahjs l11du.sfrv 

&8.1%. 

i .... 

. ... ~---· 
Aiiracer · 

. .. Hf s1?~ 1it~fl itlt:ri 

!':Note: The chartab.oveassumes ml's11rvef)irE,spo11rJ.eIJ.~ ·that dlif not.Jdef1tlfyas Hispanic}La~iIJd atfi flon-!:flspapic;Jigwever this. 
imiynot'be the c(15e; sd~rc;e: (A_G/'[Jwers.Assodatio.o - San Fr~n~fstir:chcij:iiet(2917); Amer/ain eomm1.mii.ysurvey (201(;) 

.;•. 

.. ,;;.; 
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iv~ Barriers t9 Entry 

Key Barriers to Entry into~he Adylt-i..lse tanna1:>1S Market 

This sectfo1\prbv1des ario\ierviewoffacfors or' barriers thah:ari make entry!ntothe adurH1se cannabis 
marketdiffkutt the bar.riers to entryjde.ntifieciJn Figure: 1soare not an exnc;iustive fist, b~trathera Jistof 
key factors tl)at may P<::··pa_rt[i:;ularly gjfflc4ltto oven;;ome fortortiirrPnitJ~s that have been 
disproportionaJely.ifripacted b\fcariliahis drug enfon;:emen:LEquityprograrri ctrmponehtsshould .be 
desigt1edJo rnitigat~these b;:irrier~, .. . . . .. 

Acc;~ssto Capital or Financing 

B'L1sjn ess OWner:snip 

Legal and Regulatory 
Tec.hnical 

Tax 

Geogt:apl:iV · 

Fihand.arsarne.rs 
Jl,fLnew husfhesse:S faS:e financiai reqtii~ite~to 0 entefa heWmarket.Aceess focapltal or buiine·ss. 
·f[natic;lrig is l1!?Cessa_ry tqpµrthasefh~ eCJ:!JlpfT}ent;ancl lapof to )gej: ~ny:frµsiness up ;jnd fUrJ.DJng, for 
iftdi\ltduaLs:disproportionatelytargeted ·for drug enfcircement:anu :consequently, disad\iantaged sotio-' 
·ecoMmJtalty dt.Jrlhg the lasf.dec~des of c~hb.ab1s prollib1tion~.these fln;;iric1al barriers can JJ:13: P?rtictJforly 
#fffi cuJt.t9 gverc:ome, 

fici;ess fq f;apitq/,ot fjitigm:lng. 

Even p6st~.decriininaJl2'<lffpn of rriarljirnrr<! offeJ1ses in ¢;;illf0rnlat tfie,brttg :PolicyA!11ance.;mdthe.ACLU: 
found tflatYth~ cost of'rh~~ifu~ti-~ .. J'~lat~a·intra~i:icins "can be a ~ubs.tahtial burden for .youhg-atidlow­
ir;itome p~·ople.» a,nd Wa$ ''particUJa.dy at;tttE?.'f6r bladtpebple and yol)ng rrieh a.nd boys/1 The cu_mdlative 
effeGtof eccmom iCa Tly-"qlsadvantaged n~ghbo r:hpodsth.?i have :beeri disproportiOnately targeted ·with 
e.nforc~rrieht (oftetiWitM ~uniti~e mbnetarv ti~es) rn'eans that manv indivic:lu<!ls do notbaVe'the pers.qnal 
C<Jplt-ql t(j lhvestJn 9 .Q~W bosfoess, . . .. .. 



Addit1onally1 these individuakare l~ss likely to be ~bJej:osecure lraditionalbusiness'finaridng Qr ev~h 
o'pe~ ttaditional ~heckln~'<lCCount~ ~ssod~i:ed witti thekb)Jsin~ss. Asrnator· ba'hks q_re. fade rally .. 
regqlated a_nd qinn<:ibiS remains illegal aYttietederal leVel, mostbanksrefy~efoofrerservJces. to 
cannabis businesses. Withoutthe i~itial capiteil to launch ;:i business venturaor to sl.)5tarn ~perating 
,rosfs until profrts are realized:· the~e i~dividuals-ar~ i~~dered unable t6 ebtefthe ~ddl.t-~se ca~nabls 
market · · · · · 

.. 

~C:cess}o Real E.stqtf? 
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doseiy: reMedtoJinancing, but cifacutetontetri Jp 5anfra11~i_s:qJjls:acGe5sto reaLe?tate. N_ew 
busjnesses neecla loc;a_tion from whid1 to ()Pe.rate/ and $arrFrancisce has an e,xtrerti~ly cqrnpetftjye,real 
estate market with some 6flhe highesthfrits and lowestvacaticy rates for commercial ai:ic1 retall .· .. 

. properti~s; Etqnornka]ly-d!sadvan_tagec(lri~ii.ijdualsiiJay fln.g_sc.ii1ci=r~ndsc6 t:eaLe_state tpbe pr9h1bftiv~ly 
'exp,ensive, ariq.qarnahis e,ntrepreneyrs qiayfjnd b_a!lks~nwillihgfo extend loans~ ·. 

:licensing and f?egu/atbfy fe~s . . . . . . . . . . 

tan ha bis busines~es io~enc!Jng:fo·operaie rn:san Frandsc~ will be requiredti::r 9htajn Cl. license ~nd pay 
•finy applic9ble fees to l_egaJlyopetate a\1:t15jpe~s.Jn addit:!'on.to feesJor th!'! liceriseJtSelf: tliese fees'tnciy 
lncluG!e.reguli;itofy cost$.( e;g.J l:>.iJU.<:ling il)sp~t!i(Jn,sefl{rji:yrequJrementsJ a,S W?U as license r~newalJees 
fo. continwe operatloiTs, Costly licenses combined with cor,nplex regulatory requirements 
dispropoftionaJelydisadvantag~ lowe)·_:it1c:omeJni;Hyidual$: · · · 

Technical Barriers 
Tecbtileal barriers toeJrtrfindude ~sp_ecJs·pf btisines_s planbing; t:Jwnership expertise~:and operatiorral 
pra~Tc~scttic.itaretypic?lly knpwle_pg~~b?~sg~ b,ard~rs, · .. . · . . ·· 

Bu_slneis PW.(iership 
" lriCflyJduaJs;starting~ new ~usi~ess m~y i~ckfhete-chni~al f{nowledge:~elate~tb ~y~ine~~ p_fan c;r~<r!:jof.],­

ac-counting, b.r sales forecasting that afo iienefictallo anyJ1ewvebtute. Wfiile these business p'i'actiies 
~f.S)lQ): uniqui= to canhabJ$,, ~js~9dVar!ta£e:c! m~J\iiqgals \NJJL_have :a,;h~rdg~ tirn~ p;iyfng fa_r busin~ss 
~1£l,~~S1 t~cnlilt_al.co_nsvlt<;rQtn:;:rhd/or coJjttac!ilJg:oq~ SPfi!~i:alized work. ' . ;, > . 

binnabis-1Saf~d.busin¢~ses f~~-e an adciift~naJteqhiJlcr,ilknovvleflg? gap ~f foar:cifog 1nciuiw~$p_e¢tfi'.~b~:st 
practices Tn atY]ndustrylhathas·beeh nistorJCaltYs~er'etlVe'a"ndtihdergro:lmdT,.includingsuftivation 
i,~chnlqi!~S and mariufactUr!ngprocesse'sb~eq itJ sf:>~c;ia1ii.;ecfj~(o~ijptstha,t are ~Qtiiplfantwith SaJt 
ffands~q reg4l~tions. . . ' ,. ' . ' . . . 

Legatanci Re:gula,tory 
:C6mp1Jti,ri¢e w)th the l~gaf <1~4t.egul~tqr\f r,equirern~nts surrounclfJ'l#:an adult::use·cannaSj$ hl!~lhe~s is ;m 
tinpreditta_bl.e ba.rr.ier ti:i enfrygiven the currerit iff1est~b1is·h~d regulatotyframeW.orlt can.nab is .. 
:Plisiqes:se5-wlft requlre,a ije,ehse ~o operal<Hrbhi both th'~ State titC?l1fr5rnicr~nd the City and t-0unfy of 
san_i=~ncisco~scin f[anc1s.co1 ~'tic;en.sing pr9ces~~.nd condT±ion~ fo_f~per<JtiOn<:1re:riotyetestabHsbedani!. 
coUld,he r~latlvely~9frtpJex:fo n~vi_gateresp~daJl)lfor·fir~t~tit]ie ¢.~tiepteneu-rs. These b~rr:i~r* are mbre 
:difficult to na\(igatefor fO:W?hibcptiJ~ ln.diViguakw_hqmaY1flOtbe µs.edJQ Worldr:igfoth[s envir-0r:rrn;etit 
(ind/or.una:ble'ttl'affQr~sMc)a~lj?~dtgt;i~q!li11g,9fieg9l~s.sis±;:ins~·· ··· ·. 

. .,,, 
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Cann!)bis,businesses\vill be subjett to tr.aditiOnal .state and local bas:ihesS'taxes thaf:ofte_n requite ,some 
amount of expertise ~o·eJ1sur,e pro[:ier compliC1nt:e• Furth.er complicating rriatf'¢rs[s thatc:;annabi:S 
businesses win be subject to a state and. local tax system that has not yet beeri fLilly established, Without 
'<i.clea:rpictcfre ofrhe tgx r_egiine,.entreprer:ieurs are:onabJetc) €$tirna:tethefr ta)(bttrd.en.:eveti if they 
cg!.lld a eel.Irately forecast cill qther costs. Jn th ls atmosphen~; well~fondedb.u~frress.f!s that can build in a 
flnaricral contingency for unforeseen tal\ llabj]ityw)ll'b!lve an advantage over less ex:onor:pically"­
ad\lafjtaged vehtiJ(e,s, 

.AiirrQrr:n.eSs'ofEqUit"t/Prof}rams 

ff estal:iT!shed, an ~,quI:ty !Jrograrn tan belp rr\itigatethe other barrier?t¢ gf\~Y. pr:esenteq hi this section" 
A prngrani is only helpfu~ however, ifc:ities anti st!)tes conciuc:t the. necessary slakehoJderavtreach such 
tbafpotent1ally eHgible p~rsor;is are a\Arare of the prqgram and its benetlts as eady as possible. ·-

The equity cornpohent of!ipensfng becomes partlcularlyimport<3ht when the tbfaf number ~f cannabis 
buslni;!SSes.aJe capped cit a certaih number; giye11 that well-resonrced opera.tors Will be abie:to move 
'to~,;,ard Ilcensing faster~ 1119 l'.'?PPE!d. licensingfr:omework, tb.f!re is Increased ·argentyto ensµ re that 
potentially~eligible appJkants ate educated on the equity program before app1icati0t'ls are accepted, sb • 
thattbey ate n'ofcrowded otit ofa.finite number ntiicenses. · 

Cfiml.nal.f!arr.ier~ 

Calrforriia1!;.Proposltion fi4 $tates thafapplicarits Cannot be denj~da canria@;hu$it)ess Iiterise$oj~ly 
qecause ofa prior drug CortVicti9J!• it is lr:nport:a,nftofe¢cigni_ze; Ji ow ever;: thatq. sti3teJ1~ense g not the, 
only.barriett6 entrytfiatca'n be·related ta a.drug tcihvictkih:Acririiirial reC:ofd can limit aii.indivlduaYs 
ahllltytq'gain employrner:rf; cipply for goverrunent.assistanc~1 cjr e_ven obtaro ?cfoan; Iii t:bi= tase of . 
fr1dividuaJ£cbnvicted ofa gruioffense,tbe:s~ ¢l!mutcitive effects coupled witfrfines, court costs, 
incarceration, ahdother subsequent disadvatifages' can be1hsurrnouhtabfe. c 

Background checks 
While Pfopositfo·n 64 stat~stlicit dtug offenses Wlil nofb~'t':ah lndlyjdUcil froYiiiiCeh$\lr~, titberentities 
that ari entrepreneur 11wv ent::p_uriter ca:ri stllJ u~[lfze backgrol:lpd ch\:'cks:for ex.amp!e1~ b_anf( cg.n litil1z~ 
a backgrouhd check as part of evaluatinE?i a l9anapplication. Proposition 64. does hot requite . 
'$Xpungei:n~.n~of previous c:annabts' c;onv1ctibnsfrom.jndlvldual'·s c.rirnln'al record's~ meaning that a 
:Criminal record can ~ti]Lpp$~ a!Jarr}er to entty for rn:a'nY applicants, . . 

:Other Bar.rlers 

.Seog;-ophy 

:Geograp~ycari pose as a barrier to entry·when ;:ihowal;>le tones for cannabis bLis.friesses are too. far from 
:pof~ntial~ntrepteneur:s,w.hrt~sah FrancisCo~s r;ecre?.tional caqiiabis regufattons ~re t{ot yet established; 
many diles restrict )N heretfiese busi ne5se~ .. ca f) exist through ZQni ng .. G~ogl'.;;iphy w111 ~.e. anJiD pcirtant 
'Cql)?laeratfonto balancefoeventual r.egulation:.on one hand; riclghborhood:S that have been 
dlsptqpdrtio natEoiy irnpacteif b}'tne War dh;Drugs. shouJdhaye' ?~te$$ t9tbe:hi:isir)~SS cipp6it0nitles 
pr.ovicJedby thiS:il~\ti/ ma_rl~et;drjthe ot\1,e(, thereare.UnKllOWh'alid po.te.ntlaJlyl)eg?tive lmpadts (su~h as 
hecifth impacts) of these businesses on the:surrouncUng neighbo~hood, andthey'sh6Lild not be· . .. . . 
con cenh.ated ln areas. already;reel\ng·frtrrn dispfopprti~nat§ ,drug enforC::einei:it, 
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Distrust il1 Govei"liment 
·- .. . . . . :: ,. ·::. . . ... ·. ·. 

An lmpottao~ barrier tq eni:ry to CJt;idress isthe.per:c:eption of the c;urrentdirriate surro.und1~g cannabis 
and [egaiizaticin. While'sorru:~ indii(i8ti<ils mayfoei ehcoar'ci.gedthat legalizaticib of.Commercial and ; 
reqeatfonal m~r1jUana m";:iymitlgat~histo\lc<il'lV/acjstd(Lig enfor'cernent, other~ rrray l,ivqpder why~-

' car.ma bis .c:onvktlon will stay on an indivldual's.ctrimfoal record or:how·the state will handle .federai 
requestsJcir ihfon,.;afiori about cahri~bls~usioes-S'bpe'ratbf.s, Th~ d~·r;ent arhb@iTty ~fouridv.;hat is. legcil 
attpe (cica'I, sfate, ahci federcjJJeveJS'. may ~reate aJ:iarrteffa ehtr'ycalT)Oh~ popuJatio11s that do)10Hri.ist 
thE! govetomen:t t() i:Jtt1h their besi:)nter~~t; 

As disti.lsse.ci 1n thefqLJfty i\1JalysJe ?e.etkinoftn1srep()rti atrest.apd ¢ori~lctfo.o·of gano_~bisoff~nses.hcive 
disproportionately affected comniunfties of coloi:; despite studies showing relatively similar .rates ofuse 
.oftahnabis between radalgtbu"ps. iifthiscontext,Jrust between these eommunities i:ind the police or 
go.verhmerit.has.11een Jo_w, Tli_es~ conirnuriities rna:y be particuladv wrjry of establ(shl_og ~registered 
busine.~s-1n <:tll industry in which th~y_Ji~ve been historkalfy targeteq for crli:nfrra,l enfqrcement. . 
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v. Cah:nablS. ~quity Program Behchmarkin_g 

Over\/lew of Peer Jtrrisdictrons1 EffdrfSJn Equ'ity in Adt.ilt~UseCannab'islmpleinentation 

Since tne leg;,l!zatfrin orrnedical ti:hd ;:idult~u:;e tannab'iS in several sfates ac;::tos:s the fot.i'titry, manY. .oities 
antj #ates have recognized the ineqUt!Les impo~d: by the War pn. Drugs and irnp)¢meY!ted' pro.grC!niS to 
achieve equity goals and mitigate barriers to entry into th)S-emergTngtmrket. 

This ~ec;::tjob prpvfcfes a: broad .o·verJiew of (Oql!ltY 'fr<irneworks !h otherJurlsdfc:i:ions !fiat fit.~ aftearly 
experiinetitingwith e(jpiplementing:eqbify programming in adult~use tahnabis. Fcir a sumrnaryovel"VieW 
of '§ltjuity pro-gram ·~omponerits. 9:nd· :assodateci mitigated barriers to envy J]i:S(:Llssetj in the. pr~vl9us 
sectioqi s~e Appe.ndlx c . · . · · ·. 

Tt:i syr:ithe~Ize yar\ous~ ppssible equity pr9grammcitic- elemerits as w.~Jlas. k~\7 considetatiOns and iessons 
fearried, the C-Ontrofler's Officer reseatched local .anff state adult,use cannabis pfograrns and conducted 
teJephpnfi Interviews withthe fqllow.ing peerjurisdictipns: 

• Qakl~nd,. CA 
. • tos Arig€1es, CA 
I!: P.enve1·1 ~o 
• Mass<3c;ht;rsetts 

CaUfornfa sf.ate raw tegatdir\g cannabis delegafe~·Jzjuch ~l!t.onomy ±a focalitres o\1€!.r lk~nsure ;and, 
reg·uration -Of .cannabis iiperatiohs. p~kland i~ the ably city lrJ the ,c:oli1it1y Id ci:frrently have '1JJ1 
in:iplemen_tgd ca\lQ<ibJs~qr.fity·ptografrl; tqsAr:igeJ~s presented a Cannabis Soda I EqL1ity AnaJysl~Jo its X:::iW 
Council lnoctober2d171 detailing recommended 9fitedq for equity programming, As the only California 
pe'er,S ~xp.eririienting with i=tfuityfrarrieworks, both are p:fofiled rr; detailin th_e figure~ belo.w. ' 

Massci}:husetts is also Co'risidering etjUityconcepts, btl'tbperates on.a very·differentlicens[ngsystern than 
Califorh:fo 'a~ the state retafn·s~ :mo.re (:qntro!. :0v_er. Jl¢ehsl1tt;' and regu[ation, Pe biter: dci.e? hbt have- an 
established equity program, biit has been licensing .adult-use ciftinabis since 2d1479 ·and Jsi'ltl frnportaht 
cornpafis~'~'~sit~a,~lhefirst'majb!dfy to leg~li~e adult~~~~ofiahtiabis. f1rfal1y; a :nurhb~tcif state~ have, 
rg'.centJY e?(f:ierimented With equity cpncept$ fqr either irreqica1 orfclduit=-L1se. ~abna_b(?, whi!'h are als_o 
sumrncrrizedatthe end .ofthiS section. 

i9 }he_Oenver:c(?Jlabarativ~Approach~Leadiftgtne·Waylnmunldpal rnar'iJllana rnanagen:renfC2oI7Anriual Report): 



paid and 

Thetlty Qf9~k1am:Ps EquifyAssistance_Programwa~-~~tabli~he~ by dty ordinan.ce and)s aino'ttgthernost 
iWell-,devel6ped prcigrams·fo~used onDafrnabis _equitY.ln the nat1.o-O.Althotigh it currentlfonlyappliesto 
metilcaJ dlsp·en.i~ry pennfts; Oakland i'ntends to operi the program to adult~use a·pplicants as the ~ate 
begins to !ssue adult~use Perm.its in 2Qi8;Jhe prpgrn,ti\utilrzes r~si.dt:hcyyg~ogr1:1pbital ar,:¢'3, l'lX!Cl incprn¢ 
c0nctitiori~t0zjualifyfoi ~li~ib1litVin.theJir61ir:a11t~~f.nownin}i~We tf5;.be16W~: ' .·. · · · · · · · · 
;;-· -,--_ ~ · _-- ~~:ftgµre_ 16.-:J:ltittfilftv~ ltel!;lfreinents·tor oaliliind'S: c~nnaliis~Equitv. l'rogra~- · · ·- · --- -·0' .. • • -~ 

~"'--"---~~L~_.:.-~__,_ ~ ~~;,:;__~~..=..~ ~ ~,,--_<.;..s: .... ~:_;':;t~ .... -~- ..,..~~.~~=--- - - '~-=-...._,,_, _ • ........._ __ -- :__ __ -- : ~--- ---~~~--~: - _~::- --

Mlistbe: 

(1) an Oakla_nd re~derrt, · 

ANri 
. . ··. . . . .. 

' :. (7) earn 8b% orless of.Oakland average fTiedii3n iii come (<$$2,6SO), 

)\ND 

. (?}ch~~ jived wlthtri 21 bigb~er\fol'c~mentpolTce (ti) have been ~rreste«l f;\h_d con.vkted ofa carinabi~ . 
·PR ,£:rime in oaklandafte_r1996. beaisfor10 offast ·20 year:s. . . . 

. . . ... .. .. . .. . . . 

. 

pakfan·a's eqo,hy pr{)gl'aJTi ]ptenCJs tq,!:@Jress''ntrantfal barders fo:etitfy through a iio~lnferesf loan . 

. -~;%:g::v:~~re~~~fu~~~1~if f ~J~·~~§t~Jit~~tt&~~.•0fil~~f~-~~illk~!~~er~7s\~t~~,--:~~ti~~~-~a~~u~~-
.. reac;he$<=1 tbtes_h()ld amou.ntof $3.4~rhi.ll\~n,·until tbanl'me, tb~permlttingofcanri~bis businesses has 

been restricted ~uch thatpermits mu~t be is~u~d-to ~qt:i}t_vai;id~g~nercil B,pplic::cint~ ;;\t ~i:1:ratio.""' if Of\~. 
equityapplkafit'is peYmitfed, one ger.efa[ applicant can b'.ep~rtrii:tled.After this initialphase, permits will 
be_issU'ec:f o:n:a fJrst-fonie, first"$erved oas[s;,bµt eql11ly.;:lppl'ica r:its_will be' eligible for additional be.n~fits 
(~J;e]:ig_wre 1'7h jndudJngtei:hnfci!I assfStan.ce;aJ1dfoe. waiv~rs. . 

. Iilcubator 
. P r:9gra J1t 

Busln:~s · 
· Techrtiqrl_ 

Assistance . · 

· Industry' · 
Techni~i 

· .A~si~ta/1~e 

'L_ef!?-!riterest 
Lo~·ns 

. During tne initial (restdcied) p¢rmltting'phase; nancequ1tyappliC;:ints can tec€iye pt[or1W 
pe~rriit issuance for'provfdrng ari eqll!tV appllq~!Jt With t~~'1 estat13prfi:eetentJtif th~e~. 
)ie<)is~. 

Oaklarjd:ha~ partnered 'with l):i'cal cohsuli:arits ·ar\d :rionpiofJ)5 to provide both ,buslne~s.' 
tei;lu1kal ass1Sfaric~:.-~ucfr as husJriess plan WorK.sbops;· . 

... . . .... ... .. . ·•· . ... . . . . 

· · Oaklancfbas also parinetedwitfr focaLorgan\iatjons ho pi'ovide:cannabkspedfic.asslstance1. · 
~uchas cultiv<1for permltcompliante•dasses, · · 

Eqµity appjitatits cat1crec-€lv~ zer9cinter.eststa.rtuplpan$"tocqv~rthe costs Qf e;tap[i;htnif~ 
. ca,nnalils bpsiness; 

EquiJy appJlcants•are not il?sessed .a foe for Qa~land Qty permitting; 

'',:":(. 
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Oakfand :has been acceptitlg app1Ic9tio_ns und.er this ~qui;tY f:rame\,\/9rk since:the E;;nd ofMaY: 2017 :(see 
Figure .;I.8}. It has h~\t tra.cklng data regarding general and 'equJty applicants, arid Q:irref1try have 216' 
cqmplet~d applfcatioi],s W.rtn ~ratio, b_f)Op g~tiergl appltcants :to fro equit)i a:pplkants. fn :additfon;27 
-appJicantsapplied as anincubatorvvith '.£7 IJlO.reexpressirygJnterest in becoming an incUbator:.86 

EquitV Ai:ipllcatiohs{based· on residency)' 85 

Tota.i Coinplet~ Appliqatiofl~ . 2i6 

As the :oti1Y nwJor dty to haye -pg lrnPlern~n:tecl equfty progl.ClfTI, Oakland Ts instrµctive in what 'it 
irrip]emehted ih its equity program and.what it is seeing during the ea.rly stages bf permitting. Figure 19 
P:¢1oWiS'3 _sl!liirnarypfQakland's key cO:nipqnents ofitsequityj:Jrogrammlrig ~r\d a briefdl?di_ss(on ofl<.~Y 
considerations and lessol).s learn¢d'. Grf!e[l qt1Jlet? represetrtpote~tii:JllY a.dvan:tagequ$ factors, Vl[hHe:tecf 
bulletsinditatepote·ntial dfallenges, . 

• ,J:iigibil1WCrit~rla 

• 9.1'i~~~or:-Qu8: 
P.erm1ttirig 
Ji:amework 

· 1fftt,ihatqr 
progr?m 

•. ·'!>· ·The programfatargetedfo high~cannabis"enfor.ceinentzones or caririabis cpn\.fidfons:; 
.which clearlydefinesthe eligiblepopjjlatiorL · 

·• · :pnl\fOai<l~ndi~idents ar~ eljgiJile; y;thiC.h does iiota.~tountfor re_centyeaisof 
disj:ilacemetitofloW-income:tndividuals. .· ... .. . .. .. .. .. 

... c{)fi~l~tfons only)iidudetnosewithiri Oal<land; whi~h ckies notThdddeOaklp.fad 
<iesidents com.iic~ed ~nywhere'out~l'deth~ dt;f~ ' .. .· 

· ·~ :Ensµres::a rr:iarii:l<it(iiy !ev~lof iJ?rti_cipatioo !:Jy eljgitJ!e applicants whil~ other program 
ti'qinj:Jonehts are'e.stabJished; . 

·iit .. GuardsagaiFisteqtil'ty app1lcantsbeingcrowdedout oflirnitednuniberbfpermits by· 
more weff-.resourcetl ctin'ipetkots, 

.e1< _P?i~riti~lf~t-~ttffl~i~.l b9ttl,eneCkif there are lnsl!ffkieot e·quity;:ippiiti'fnts {turren~f data 
fr.6n:rOaklafid doe~ not show th1sto. be the·cas:e)~ · . 

·• . Oakland caps·dispensarypermlts at eigbtannuafly, This means that wh1lehalf ofnew 
o.dis:pensarie~ wiff be fr()rn. equity appli~a,r;its,J;he d(ss;re~~r.ngmber of per0its islo~"1.'{f9ur) •. 

·• t-b:er~ is p_otenti~Lfor ni;:irke;t distortion gJiien th'E! ¢ap o.n ;al5tr:ibqtioti points · 
(dispens~f1e5)YJlth ruYCa'p bn.ctiftivatioti bi rriariufacttife facilities. 

~.· .Ailciws general.applicants to receive a benefit for ptoilid ipg penefits to eqiJ!ty 
·appfkants; .Wh!~li ,~upppH:S Pi01~1a:nd's eqUitY·gqal~at nocosttp the. city; 

·q,,_ qn-i\r.applie.?'tofeah~~a_~€;_6thet potential benefits;.liRe money;tE!chnkaias~1~ahce,or 
'equii;inienfar~hot1ildL1Hed .. 

. -· . - . . . -

sirPednierview with city of Oakland, 
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<i The _pri:igram provides a beneflfto i;eU:.:resoµ_r'ced apj:iL(c.antswho haVethe space an of.or 
p;i:pft:il to pnwjcte·benefits to e-quity applicants.. Small-. and medlumcslzed operators are 
~icitively disadv~rii:;iged a&afrist:larger .competitors who cari-affprd thfs benefit .. 

~- :Use bf contracted organiZ~tion{aJlqWS:{)akl;{iidto mh:iimize city staffwhile:leveragirig 
focal industry expertise.. · · · .:. · · ·· . . . · · · 

e Contraci:lngreqllfr.es ~J:l"front.fundin~ nefore adcilt Use tax reven:i.je··js cciilect.ed •. 

"' . Provides significanthenefittoequifyiippfii:ants.\vho iNqulcJ otherwise. be.unaP.le to, 
~ttbrd-dn.,·vin 6"i:~1:~i.n~ a pfiya:te bL!slness rd~p; · · · . ·.. .· . . ·· 

• :!> ·ihe·progr-<!mJs a~pencientupbh ta.x;rii.v~nJ~ geherateii Bf permits to bwict up enough 
foii:i~I capital to begin i~sulbg funds,:biitfundJngstreams:ar~ po~entially limited .by.th~ 
dispensary cap atfd the one-foNne perrriihingframeiNorR .•. · · 

LosAngeles'eqyity P.rogra_m has:notwth_eeri ~tal:lllS.he<lln ci"t:y·b_rdinance, but-cin fri~depih ~quity i:epqr~ 
·msdelive'red to the .Cit\i'toundl in october\Aiith h~confrnel'irlattoris that· ph)vide:gliidance on·a potential 
p;r:ogram fraQiewor)CJher~port provicle.d .o:ptiqns·fcff l:i~tfi pJagHln.1 eJfgtQifity a:nd .services that·w\11 pe 
t;)ff~retj to qualifying ap}:lii{:ants;·\Nhit_e:!ll.any.9plfQ_nswere presentedl .the city ordinarrce has notyetbeen 
pa$se<:l; so it i.5 currently Unknown what exactc6rri'poheritSwili be implemented .. As •Ca'mmercial permit 
~pJs"ltc;atio.l)s will he ;;iyailable starting itiPt=cernber 2_017; LO? Af1gele~: pntidpatesthatits. equity prqgram 
Wi(ihe Implemented as eariy a_s spfing)d18, · ·· · · ·· 

;Gps A\1geJl!i$ ,Ma~· pfopos¢d ;havihg t.wei ·wfhdo.ws for app)icants; th¢. fl'r.St, wlndoyv will pe(ftiit.;;ilread:i~ 
:e#abilsbed tnedicaTcannabis ,dispensarlesthat have been =compliantwlth dtyre.gulatfons. The secbncl 
Wfodp~.w[i[perrriitoperations :qt) ~lcif1e~fot"Pn$ b·asj,s;·otfe perni!t~o(a gene.rcit@iq!i~ntfbr every permit· 
for ii. qualified equit~ applicant {50% g'~f)era)iaoq 50% equity perniitsJ.: Tfiis,a~e46f::qne. fr(ln'iew9r)( i!;~ 
iecorn-fnende.d tocontinµe.-forth'e )lfeof~he equity program1whleh.is curr~ntly unr:leterrnine<i .. . 

Los A/igele$; :C;<itili"?.bls Soti;:il. l:qu1i.yAn afy,s{,s· a:~:o pro poses:a ti~ reofra,m eWo.rk {see.Ff gtJr(:;.2o}rif eng]BjjJty' 
basei:l on the..di,reff and indited irriparits -~f calinabfs law enfot'Gernent ih an f::fthrt to rni:ike:Jts etjaify 
·progtarrt~~ [ocJusfve'a$'pc'.JssJbl~, 1ttclivH{uais WboJiav~ !Jeer:i C\.tr.~sted.fpt fl. ¢annap)S.·trihie (1hCalifor&a) 
~re:pfiodtlz_ed; followed by Jrnr;ne.dia,~e;fcimily;· fueD ri_eigb_b~rhpodsimpacted _by \:ligh ep[r;in::emenf l~l.(_els~ 
;:ind fih;;illy tie1ghborhood:"erjdorse.d .appli.cahtS who are not ci:tiierwise qualified. b:Ut provlc:fe· a .benefit 
{spa¢e, PF ·ass1~iance and capitaU to a tjUaiifieq gpp.iican~; •· .. 



figure 2.0~ Los Angeies Egu_ity Progra,rir Reco.mmenclec.{ F,llgihiJityTI.ers 

· : .. , . Tiei I: Convkted of 
-~ t~nnabis crime~ 

/ ,. 
Tl_er 2: Immediate 

. · _.'' . --~··. ·. fumlly~onvldeilof 
. [ tanna_b1s_cr,l111c• 

'./ 
;;:j(_ •. ·.·.··.:··.·_.·.,,_.:_•·._·· ..•.. _r--. • .... ····. {r~~~l:~~~~_:i~l:i~a~H\•ed, ' I{ .. enforcement urcm~ 

'· .·_ :•: Tier ii: Nori:qui'\lif~·ing 
iippljt:111ts~hdors.cd by 
f\_Jcighborhood c(,undl 

*tvf(rst also qiJabf;~o~ 
/(>\v.fnC:iiiiic: · 
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Each tier of ehgibllity.torn~swith.a q]fferents.uite 61' benefits or progr.<\mming off¢r~d :to the appfi2f:i'htas 
d,etail~d in.F:igure2J, b~]oy.1.AI.ier.1.:app!i~t:1t.1s Qffer~.c:!Pcs;c,ess. t9.~U. PtC?gra111mi,ng;,111cJu~IngJvyo bi!nefits 
:~.~~~~fn~°u;~~~:~~;Je~NW~·~~g~a%t~;!!r;~f6%rJ~~:;t~·~rpi~~~~~~bJ1j~;:~!t:J;!f:~~it~~~;~· 

TI~r 
1 

Low-income resident oflA . 
with ;i p.fior cah.m:;i~i~ 
:c;onvittic;iil1n CA~ · 

Low-ihcome resic:J.e11t of iA 
. withimmediate family 

Tier 
2 

)11emherconvicted ol'a 
c,annabiS .. telated crime in 
CA 

· ~0Vit~f11c·ome resi8.eni: of LA "fi'er · 
3 who liyes or h~s]fyed 111. 

eligible dlstrkts. 

· · Non~qualifyjng applican:t:s 
Tl er · 

'who are endorsed by' .a 
4: Neighb.orhood Co\.fndL 

. ··:···:· 

. .[ 

,j 

../' 

.. ,,/ 

· .P.~rrnii:ttng · Bus.iness fee\ Loan 
· ,Assi.st~hi:e Tr.<ilnin1r · .\f\fai~ers · Progr~m Progrcim 

./ 

'" I J: 

. ..J ' 
of': . 

. ./ .·· .. v.·· 

··. :: : .. : .· . 

'* Elldlble}orfee .deferral 



figure 22 provides detaiis regarding proposed benefits offered to equity applfcairts. 

No- or Lqw-lnteri::st 
Loans 

Ptv-'ri:lairaged )b~ii f1,ui<l offering no of lpw~h:i_terestloan5Jo e_l\gibf¢ applicaiik 

41 

lriCubator/lndusb'y 
Partnership (Type 1) 

G~ne\'alapplH;ants cafj provide spai:eorca,p1talfo eligiple applti::a'i1t to be.eligibTefor 
atax rebate·and potential qualification a'sTier4 eqtlity applicant. Equity perrnittees 
:would a!So receive ta)( reqa,te:. . . . . 

lncubatmjlndustry Landlords with ·currently unper.mitteticantiabisoperations (which is pu·nishable by 
punitive finesJ cax1re.i;eive,fine waiyers ifthey provide space to eqµity_app!ii;_ants, • P;;irtri~rship (Typ~ 2) 

Techn}c'!IA.ssistC![)Ce Asslstance,withJ1ayfg;:1tfori 9! City pefmlttin,grequlremetib alJ~ ~ot)ipliance; 

· · di:y _Property, 
. , Chy-owned property not eligJble'for'aff~;dable how;lng.m~y be made a0aHaJ:il~f~r 
. • fr.e~ o~ reduce~ r;gqqo eq\iity <ii:Jplkants, ... . . 

l,:9pd(tional.Appt9val 
·. Equltyapplican'ts rr1ayoe eligible fqr",cohdition<il apptDval of <:i µermlt,wlth6Ut, 
· -seturing)eaf lest.a~eJor t_helr oper<ition. 

tn ~ddltion •fo equity ptqgram components for which ohty e(igib[e peitifltt.ees'(jUalffy, l:he~tos Angeles 
t~p:C'!ff: ai:sQ rec:::omme11qs se:vetai •generi:Ji b5r\ditions or prngrai:iis; s.uch as V.iorkforte~c:orrnnitments and 
d:!\zer$1fy plans from n~w pennitt~es, ~().fnfliunityreinvestment; education program~; am:! ~)(pLf(lgem.ent 
.eventsJn highly-impacted communities, which arefurtherdetailea in figure 23 below. 

.. 'sfreamllnlng 

phaseil 
p~rrfl\tt!ng 

Epµccition &, 
Qlitre:;ich 

Cprr(iJiL1nity 
8efovestinebt 

· A streamlined peririittihg .structure.and a suite of devefopment st.a:ndardS:·wJII reduce 
Qperat19 oaf _downtime spentin a p_pUcati onJeview, wh !ch di.!ip.roportionately'irh pacts fow~ 

'. [htotne appHtarits. 
. . - -· - -· .. -. . . - - '. . . .. ·.· .. · .. ·: 

·Aft~f al.re_aay-exlsting m~~icaj. bq~i_ne~~e!i: are,gennj~ted .{gra ndfathered)/eq!Jitra11d geriera'I 
.a:pplicantswill:b~'pefi:J:iift.¢i:! qri a.1~for-J basis {SQ%permits t9 ~qijity\ar.ip!Jtjints), 

. butreachaM·eciucat1orral f:)(ograms t<jtg~tecl to potential applkant~ 10 sp(.ea~·9V:,1<iret]f!5}of ·· 
the ectt1iW ptograi:rh 

~ei rwestment filnd ,:i,11d. pro·gia)'nmJrig'ean:na.i:Red .. for cciiT\milriltje5, disp,h:i p:oxtior:iate)y. 
.. -affected by c:annabis.:t~ri\Cikerrietit. 

~pu11gernen(eyeriW hef ci 'iil aT~ptopor:tio.n~te!y ?ffe_ctei:l;tomrnyrjitli~sti:i help 'iA!itli crtmitial . 
&puhg~ment expungement. · · - · · 

·. AILbusrnes~~ {notjusteq0ltvl must ciitiin1ifto5'0% eligible \i.iorkforc'e(Iqw::.in~qme rir 
Workforne . Jmpcicted) and ~ubmfta diversity plan. 

~-

I 
•1 



wfrtle the Cahn:abis~Soci~1 ~ATJltv Atralysis rnade the a'oave.~qurw lj,r{!gr~rotnif!g r~i:9n;mendlitipns; tb~W · 
has'heenno~sfablishment nfthis':p.rogram frdegislation yet Asst.1ch;wffichcoinbJnatf6ri of compoherrts: 
~,:e. intlucl~athe final progra:m r~~aih~·tO bg~~_en, andfh:etefs M!J:pfbiratnJiiatic d9ta curt~ntlv'a.\(iiil?ble. 
NqtietheFes~, fqrthe purpose 6H~ls r~p9rt, Figur~ 24 if1'cfijg~~;a.·sµrnroa.ryof th~~.~ rec:ornm.§_n_~.~deqµJty: 
progr~rnrrifng·componeni:s-and a br1efdiscuss]of!ofJts key implementation considerations. •'' ' 

• ' • - ·- • ~· ••••. ' • - •• • --. -, ·-- -- - - J • \ :: : ,. 

community 
.Reinvestment 

co.ndftfonal 
Appr(Jvai 

. c:o rrfrrllJJ:litv: 
. outreach;~ 
Education. 

EXP.ll.nge:tn~N 
.I; vents 

1Ype-~; 
. Jnc.!Jo~t.Prs· 

·;:· 

LA's'eligihilityframew.ork·provldes·a progressive'feve1 of oenefitsdependfog.(Jrian 
,apiJlitarif~·dir.ect Ri" iJ1dkec:ti!TlP5J.ct~,fro)i, <:af:iticil:iiserifc5nernf0i!')t. · · · ··· 
Co niik:tion-qas~~ el1gH;lllity in¢luc:Je~.atoj1y.icti0J) ii11V.i11fnere il1 • Califbrbla;: ifi· t'~cognitidh 
that dfoproportionafa <i:rre~ts·and. \::ofoiidi(;ifls l:!apP.efi Iii irfariVplticesthroJ:igh.outtl:ie· 
state.and shoufdilot be iimited to. [as Angeles. . . ,,, 

· ·,., , fas.the proj?/~rnrs nntyet e~tai:)llsf)'ed, w&ict\'b-~11efltS',are approiJ~tl j_n the fID<il prqgr~rn 
'•are t1nknoW.ri. ;lfcerl:~iri' pt6gr'~rnelemf:ints:are h6fagprp\/~c:l, !tma\iar})jtfar11y J:t:Dpa.~ 
.MihaJ:.eath erlgibilitytier.qu~lines·for:' • - .· · ·. · 

c · ~B'~.Otl,1meriaa.tionfj1Jclydeth¢ us¢ of~dult,µse rev~nu~.fC>r c()mrnuriity reii')y~~tJ\leQ\ 
pfograrns.TbeseJ>J:okrafnshavi;dhe poffinti3'1.i:a imP.tiiVe;gpfi:ortunitif.in i:r~igb!JQ:thoo:<J~ 
most dlsp(opotl,ionatefy i'mpa¢fod bytheW;:ir on Drugs; 

G This aflows::app]lcantsW.ho tjaye nos V,et~~curMr~J esta!e':to a\joid nbp='Operaffo:nai 
dfiWntinie,'wbiletJi~rr·P.etrriifappl)catjon is d.hcJ§rrevi~v~\:Tlii.{ott'er~'fiel:()bJJify ti:J 
·applii::anfswho do noftialle t6e resoUrtfrfo:cafry:th~ cost:':offorome/t.iaJre)\t~ wfi1le 

.s: 
they are not dper~tihg ousihe~s~ • '' ,,. ' 
These prggrams cajl ·eqt:iC(lt~: po~ehtia'lly e,Itgiti!ffi.Jhd/v.rdda'Is ':a~(J Ljt'e.t(yity p-rograni miiig .. 
·rh·e~e £an.l;>e tar~~te1ftq i\~igh!:Jor-noo_d~ arid tqrrihiunit[~s·th~t. v.,;e.re l)ighl{fli:lP?cte\i by 
the Waron Dr.u~s. 

·_:;_ 

e- ' C:tir:n fnal' records.expu ngehi eilf ~an I:i eJ1 eld ifi cornmut1it1~s:th~1 :Werehigllry imp~ Cte!:l. '' 
by the War on Drugs; Expungement can mltigafe gfher financiafbarriers ~u~h:as·denial 
'-Ofbusit'ies~ loahsJi~~g Q'n t6fiiiictfo~ history~- · · 
T9Jnceiitlvlze. U ripeqnitfod op~raJors:to entEi tlie legal_ m·~rk~t.Jaridlqfd~.:~.h r~¢~iV~ 
waivers from significant µuriltlv.e finesJbrillegaloperations':orrtnelrpropertyJf'tbey 
qffedi'.ee space or re,btfo ellgihJeequ}ty appiicatrfs. · · · 

. '.lt!S reciJmfriendei:ltfoitLA ~ohs!cfof~itfowh~dpfoj)'.$.rtY. th~tlshot ~IJgi.QfeJO:r .. 
-affordable houiJrig:aspoteritla1 sp.<1cefor ellgtbfoapplicantsfo :op:erafe.{orfr,e:epr · 
Jeducedre~t - ·· · · ··:' ... · .. " ·.·. ·. · 
T'1l$ fil~YJ:iqt b.ef~_slbfefl) ~ap .Fp'in~l~t6; \il{hi~h.f~ce$':a .$lrn1l~raifor~~:bI~te,ci'IE$ti!t~· 
:tii:inch iii a Jn11ch.$iTialTerg~1)gtaphic~LfootprHJtth<1n LA, Tne·r~ ar~ W.$9Jegal .. 

_ [mpifcatfons i:.o thlS pr.ilicythat musttie consicfered. 

.. ·~ 
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flifasscrcf11:1setts · 

Mas:sai::husetts -approved adult-use c(Inrtahis on the Noveinber 2bi6 ballot and. has notyet Hnalized its 
state llcensldg framework; although it anticipates issuing licenses Jn the:summe.r: of 2018 . .In 'fontrasttQ 
CalifornfaJ local jurisdictions ih_ivl~~sachuset_ts are Umitedto Zoning~pntrolOVer ~annabis .businesseswhile 
the stare retains confrnloveralmosf:.all Jicens\ngmndltloos and regulations; The primary equity provisfons 
are c.urrently Cor11prise:d ofJaoguage that Was iliserted into state-l_egJslatioh, requiring 1:bat;terta in_ ~quity 
provlsi~M~b~fficlµtle#intl-ie eventt1~1 s~te:r~gw~io11. The$€ are)urn_tnar!iediriflg(lre~2~ below: .• - -

Agency Representation 
ar1d legisfaijye -
M~[idafE!cs 

..•. :i: 

Crlrti1naJ Rec-ord 

PdO:rity Ucehsing 

·spending Priorities-

Dat{Cojie.(;tion and 
StUdy 

toffin:lissipriers"1f)q !i_c,lyisory board n:iembers'witb 
s_beiaJ juStice and)nfndrlt:y business' ownership, -- --

• The t~mmission must-adopt rut es to pronwtepartkipation in the canna-bfs 
jndustry by·peoplefr:oi;ncornrnunitiesthath.ave~eeJi disproportionately.· 
hatrned_ by c:ann;3bis prohibition ai)d enforcertient. 

• A?_ubcoiril)11tteeof:the Advisory _Board wilfdevelop recommetidaticws on 
women, minority, and veteran-ownedbusines~es, and-localagricufture·and_ 
gro\\ling coopl;!ratives.- , . 

• People v.iith paSt:ciinnabis possession ~harg~ are-eilgibiefohave~thelr .records 
sealed anq there:W.lii bean-awareness campilighto frifur)iithe pub Iii::: 

-·• -P.ast cannabis offenses will ncitdisquafify a~ ihtlivli:lualftom Working or_oWning a 
cannabis bush1ess (except sale tq a minpf). - - - · 

Ptjorlt\'licensfng':for appJicants thafpromote ecciridmic:; empovJerme\'lt ih 
comrnunittes dfsproportion,ately impacted bycannabis.arrest .. and· int:arcefatlcih, 

FeM;3hd revenue will goto a fund used-for restor<;itiveJustice, Jail diversion, 
wotkforce•developme~t, if_ldustry tecbnical~assistance;; and m~nforing seritiC:es. 

tultlvator.licensefeesfux:_ c~9perative-s (co..:ops) 0HIJ;ig corrin:ienstira~e WJth 
tuftlvatio11sizetoen;sure small farmerlaccessioJicenses. 

•• - Data collection ±hattracks: diver5lty in the industry ls required, 
• th~ ¢.;inria-bfs Ci;lnftpl Ccrrn_rnissfon mustrepqrta11_nu<)_lly O)Ttj<1fa coned-ed and. 

Je~~r-eh~®y~yfderice ofdiscrin:iination q('barrier~to•entr\i. 
~ f\ddftlorial 1icerrs1ngrufei ifJill bepr6rriufgafed1f€vjdenceofdis~rlmih~1:jgn .c:)r 

barders to enfryisfound.. - - · -- - - -

'The Massachusetts Cann a bfs CDnfrol Comm lssionJs also ·doing statewide listening sessions W-iththe:pubJlc 
~a .sol]~it C:oi'nii:i~nts and ¢bnt~i1~ .abotit~th~ ·~Jentual regulatory framework, Equity-fo¢µs~d qrgai;liza1;ipns 
;;ind iii~i=.rf!slecl fawi:nc.iRE!t$ h~\fJ~ ~pdken :1.1t th.ese _~e~sions to :en¢ourage the :Commission to implement 
equity progra!J'.lming,and fi:<1r:nevvqrk.s. 



SQ. 

D~nver 

The flrsi: re foil sales of adµlt-use i:arinab.is in the'lJnited Sb,1tes,b:egan in benyer on J~nuaryJ,,201'.'J-~ Denver 
.accounts for 40?{ of the state of Colorado's caririabis retailers arn;l reached. $288.3 rnillfon ln sales lh 
2016.81 Although Denver does notbave fin egUlfy pr:ogram that"exp:liCitlypromotes equitable ownership 
.and emp(oymentln i:re cannal:i}S:industry, it nwerEheie~s c;:i)i pr,Dvide impo1tantfoslghts a~'<l ¢.ltytt\at is 
much farther ahead in the permitting framework than San Ftandsco.. . 

Oenverregufa:t~sthe Pl:lrnber i:Jfperrii1ts; tp99,ner {i.e., th~ sales coriultkfns), µ:i!Jihg; amj hqtirs of?c:it:ilt, 
l:ise caiif:labis, When :adult:·use 0&nriabiS became legal, Deriver' :allowed :all existing rnedi.tal cannabis 
bqsinessesto ap:plyfor:a perniit'ifthey vvere.P¢rrn\tted by July l014Jn.2diu, Denver capped the i')Ufhber 
of adult use pe~mlts to~.xistlng 9nd pe11ding applfoatfons:.As.of)a11ucirvi;'iD17~ ih~'tfry cif [)e11v~r has. 
issued429•aBdlt~use perrnH:s' ciricl 684 medie<il j:ierri.iit:sa'Cross'484 4rilq·weJoc~tjonsl8i . 

. . -. - . . . : : ·. . : . : . . . ' " : . : ::; ,. : : . : . : -. : . ': '. ·:· . _.. . ·. .. ·: . ..< ··:·· -: : : -. ' . : . -: -. . .. : : ' . ' ,., : . : . . . . " ~ :·: . . . . . : .. :; 

Denver requirE!s thcit per111if ·capplf6int's .:subn-{ik,~:c()rr1rnlirrify 'Epgagemfint P(an; · whk:h :d~talls 
coYnmitments fr6i:n tBe ouslness to provide a pcisitivE:!- it1fpaet irith~ com!Tlur;iity. The engagemehtptan i~. 
potspecJfic to eqQity, bµt.c()Uld Jncl~de. a,r1 f2:quity C9.Jl1P.on,e,ntifthe bus.ir1ess gVvher sq t_hose, f'lar:is oft~r) 
focus or\ charitable efforu. Hke food drive,s, street de~n. i.lp; or con'.iT'rluriH:y gardens.•Thepermittlng 
authority 'in Denver has noenfori:;errient ;:iuthorityto com,pei aicqun:tahilitytbJh ~ommuriity eriga~emefit 
plan. 

As bepv~r is :rnuftipJ~ y¢arS'. iritq permitting; th¢y.cite expedendng se~~~dary lrT)pac:ts •of pe:rfuji~1·~gthat: 
should oe ~on,sid~~ed;bynther <:ities who are just beginning. Figu.re 26 oelawsummarizes Penv12r'skey 
lessons le'arhed in permitting c;mnabis>busiiii:&ses for.the p~st threeyeais that:shbuld be conSid~red in 
$,ari,. Frc1ndsco's.lmpierrient~~i0trof Cldult0 t1s:e:,cilf:lr1C!blS a1;1qits equitv program; 

Acc:ountabHlty· 

· fioafit:iai 

· Education 'find· 
Awareo'ess 

· Whilg Qenverrequjres l:C>l11Dl\friity engagement plan,s; it haspfr en.fori::em~pt 
a L!thorifyto .hold permitt~es:.a~i;ou.ii.taJiie to;ex~l)Je. . .the pf ans .. 

·in~ irnpo(t~nt tq \l~ci~t~J::<iiitlJ:ig\V:''iflllth reven.ue acit(,wilJ expe.ct fose~:cin.d:.ho\1,j 
·:it can be used, ifi:esfd~teo/titles must plan for howfu.iid!!can and t;m·not be 

used:. · . 

Dafa collection sftoLiJd be built 1nfoi:be~systeJn frpmJhe b~grhnthg, baseifoes· 
established .eadw and efforts'should be made~to collect data aiqng the entir~ 

· ·. penn!ttltJg'prnc;.e~ .. f3e'f9r~ a;'!9 after da\a )s critH::al to .. :understand tbe ¢c;bnorntp 
• ·.irnpfld of tMcariri<1pjsJi;idq~tfy; 

Thg i).JJbHq,S):\qµld be~ ~tju¢a.ted a.i?'P[lfW!tcltls allowed anctwhat:]Snotih thf!' 
. • canfiab.ls h:idi.1~try.; Ycifrth~fa:!JiLiblit ~aut;iti6o shoUld IJE; buflt info tM program 
· fro.rn thg start,and bercibust~ · · · · · · · 

. . ..... . 
81 the berive:r Co!fol;iorcrtiVeAppr.gach; L~ad'ing foe 'f.lay'irt munlCipafrnariJuan~ rncinagetn~qi (2p17Arn1i.1.aJ .R.~porti. . . . . . . ' . . .. , . 
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· ,Soda! Use. 

Cities shoulo tryto i.Jnderstano who is not participating in the leg<)ltnarket and. 
JT1aker:ql:>µsteffortsto engagethis cornmwofty. 

Consi:Jrnption in private and membersconly lounges, wh,ich db not s.eli cannabis but 
callow its use/ is aJ1Js5ue that,swface5 w\th iegal .canii_abi:S)-arid how a ~itY wantS to. 

- p1;:rrnit these esfablishme1\ts should be cpnsidered~. 

:. 

Other Statetquity Programs 

Other states that have Hcensed medkal ~annabis heive considered odrnple'fl'le1yted proliTsionsto promot~ 
~tjuitabJe,pC\rtidpiitioh it'rthe industry~. These .eqliity components ;a(e siirnhiarized in Figure 2} befow: 
- . ··. . :- . ' . ·' ... ·. .. - . . . . 

-IViarylafld 

.. :Ohio 

Pennsylvania 

West 
VirginTa 

Oh~e the.state's medic;:iJ~annab\sp<Jtient registry re~ches.2~d,ogo; threefnore culti.\;ation 
lkehses will.be issued, one ofwhichwill he desigl)citedi'o.rtl)e FIMda_,Blackfarmers .and 
Agi:ii::uli:U!ists A,Ssodation. 

I\11;a_rylilna inltially isslied 15 cufr(vatioi) (icerises bLrt:\vasstie_dwhen none were issued to 
hiinorJtY~owned applicants. The,Sl;ateAssembly conSidef'ed but did Mt act upoh a billiha~ 
wou1d hav.e·allow.ed seilehadditfo.nalcu!tivatlon llcenses1nihestafe1 :aff designated for 
!#nor)ty'-:bi,_ojpetj corrjpatiies; 

. . . .·· .· ··. . . .·.. . .: . . .. . . . . 

State lay; requ_ires that isY., bflicenses go to Jmsinesses owned by fc;:HJ,r identified minori,ty · 
gri)l1J55. 

G!Jltivatii:Jri'and dispen_sarycapplicants rnusrsubmit dlversityp)ans thatindude howthey 
iitotnote ificicil equ1tY througlT oV1fnetship; emf:ilt:>Ynignt,:~M qjn1ri\ctf11g,The state must also 
lielp minority gfbUps learn how to apply' for licenses. 

$tateT~wf~quires; tha(regu lators~en toJ,J rage rri1rjqrJf\i-i:iwnedJ:i.uslnef~~s .to apply fof'.growiri g, 
licenses. - ' - · ·· · · 



VI. .Flodings and Recomn:H:mda!ioris 

'The following se,ction:se€ks to provTde t'ecommendations83' regarclJng poTicy.optionstnatco_u'fd {Ai fqster 
e:tji.t1table access to participation in thelridustry, including promotibn of ownership arid sl:aole 
employmeht ppportunities..Ln tbe industry (B) invest City tax revgnues. in eCOJlOl]liC Tnfrastf'ticturB for 
c~mm u hlti!=$ that hav\:! h1st_orica) ly be~n diseufrg nchised; :( t) mitlgcite-th~ ai:lvers~ eft'e~ts of d rgg 
enforcement policies that havedisproporti~n~tely imp~ttedthosei:omrobtHties~ a·nd (Df prforitlze 
lndividualS" V-JhC> Jiave_be,e,iJ pteYJC?u~ly ~rrestect or _corivkte(l for rti.flfijuana-reJateq~offense;S.petiftc<!liy, 
this settlcin proylqes keynncjlngs f11fqrroed by th!s report's fqyfty AnaJysis., B(Jrrrersto Eqtry, 'ahdfq11ity 

• Program Benchmarkin~ secti6ns.Tbe recornrneiidations incorp6rate·d ·ar.e hie~nt to JnfQrm policymakers 
:as· the Ci:ty emoarks 011 tjeveldpir:ig,an ,fquii:y Progfam. , . 

iG't.~en l;iuffeKr:epresenfp'otehtl~liva~vanfageous .factors, red bDDets lrtdiccite po~ential charfenges1 aiid 
black bullets represent ne1.1tra! cqhsiderati9ns, .. . . 

::,.!. 

The city's l;:qu'lty · Prc:\gtarn sl)outd sebpec:i:fic 
ci1~erff3 tfoit ~~flnethepopLifatlon ~erved. 
criteria ;Should be d~ta oriveriJci.er:\sur;e tbe 
qty,r:rieets its-g9~(t9 prior)t\zE!inr:Jlvidu'als 
:Who _haygbeefrpreviously arrested ancf 
:Convitted of d36J'!abis-(ela~ed offenses, Qt 
dlsproportion~tefv.irnpac:ted by the;waYoo 

. .. . ~ . .. . . . 

Base.cl pri cfata :ani;liysisJnt~ls report, the<itY 
~hoqlcfconsider 1ndudingthe following 
~llgibility.crrt;eria: 

. '. '. 

, Cori~idti~h history as:so.dat~ctwith: 
<:arynabis re.i~~ed ~ffense(s}i~4 · 

lm.meciiatefamiiy rnemhecwfr!i a . . . - . .. . . . . 

convidibn h1sfory--assoi:latedw1th 
carioabistelat~d;bffense(~j;. . . - ... ' 

~ IJmiffngthe elrgible groupallOV)ls Bn 
:affecte:q gtoup to 're.celvehigher-vaJu.e 
.gengf)ts.. 

'9· Jiatf on~le fi::?r.~HgiJ:iHlty i:~l~eria m.rist Ile. 
cl~?ran~jystiflaq[e, PI~fe.r:a'blyWiJhdetCI;: 
Jo ininJiniZ.e fonfosioh ampnggrbups. not. 
:inclu.ded. ·· · 

• 'EligiJ:>ilitVshould,irtfi'rnitiiutltro, re:quire a: 
·eqf)r:if)bis.:..:rej~tE!Q 9rtes} and conyi~tiOJl, 

.· ancfshould hecon.~istentwith. th~ State's.. 
. -C6tWitt10r:rhisfory gµ"icleUn.:eS. .. 

• . The Citywill have to deci~e mi w.hether it · 
-~h(l\i[d liinitconvictJaj1sto within the . 
(ity; tbE!=8?Y A~~a,the state of(afiforrjl:a~ • 
or anywhere iri the. lJni!e d :States. 

- . .. . . ... .. . 

S4 The· <:iW:$frou) a eonslder rtrakihg·'fhe .. fbirowfog serlbqs i:riMi~.~i mnvictibr{s ·:n Qte1 igibl~:. offen5es tbatfoclu de· 
v'io lerft f~i()~y ~.~nyi 2tio~{~}; ~eri()µs f~lo ny tonvidi~n(.s);J~_l_qii'(dihVictfori(s Y Wifu: ~frug trafflckif!g ~n n~t1c~~ en:~s; 
teloriy c9iivictlon(s) for' hiring.; emp)c;lylng ot'Usjng a minor totraf!Sport,:.cari)i; s~ii,give ~way, ·prepare for.sale, or. 
peddle <1nY controlfed .substanc.e t; a mlno.r:; orseiljofferto sell1furnish, offerfo furnish, <i:ctniinister,otg!ve away a 
tantroll~d. sl,!l)~atice toatrinot; 



3} · Low lncorh{status;85 

4) f{esidehty Requirement; 
;sy ownership ReqqireJ:nents~ ahd if 

appropriate 
6) GeographicLot.atlOn86 

:Recommendation~ Eligibility Tiers 

The Clt:i $nb ui d t;teate a tl ered strUctu re fo 
_provide proportional petiefJts .hecessciry for 
ea.ch tier's:success. 

Recomtnendation:_Qwfiership 

Consideratrons: 

e Tiernd E:Hgiqiiity can offer progri:.ss1ve1y 
more.valuable setviCe.s fo the most~ 
1hJpa'cte<l (directly and indirectly} 
;fpdivldugls and mitigafeb9±tleriecks lQ 
ene~to~one licensing.framework~;. 

;@·. Et;t~_ures that applicants with a cannabis 
. Gbrivic:tion history dl~ectly benefit fr?'ni 

·:o 

· the progrcim; 
EiisOfes. lim1tedresour<:es earfbe· 

·. 'targete_d rnostfiffec1:ively,, 
'~ c::onvrctl6_n"based e'I i glb iJiD/ cqµJd ·i nclt.ide 

·tqn\lictionswithi11thf!state.1recognlzJhg 
thefinpacfaofcoriviCtionsnh ah 
i[lcliv1qµal/re{rnrdfess o(lbc:q;tiqti of 
;:iJri:;st/cpn.vicfion .. · 

More·co!)1plex eliglbilib;rcriterf<t tgqplr~ 
inereased pro.grcim <'ic!miiiistratiorr 
resources. 

Considerations:; 

• the Cify shtiiild con~iderr~qulring_o'wnersh:ip_ 4'. 

structures of ~qyity applican} np~ratoJs to . 
~qµ\)'.ing_a perce:ntage. oT.o~_ne~{lip 
~nd/tir control ensures e,qUity :op~rafq1's 
qre fealning the finandc([.hene~Jts gfthe.ir ' . l'eflect a certa.lh percentage. This·strl!Ctl.J.re 

.sho.ll.ld 's?t.;:i ):)as.el In¢ tli~t ensures applkants 
realize :benefits from'ol,liJnersh1p, inclutllng 
dedsion making power, but be f(exibl~ 
-~:moughto.ciliow tbr-a v~dett,of o.wnership 

·gpera_tj9ns;, 
-a L9~.}\n:gele,Ssugg~ted5~%+1 f:IqVJev~ti 

requiring 51%'1- ciwner.shiJ? may have an 
Jin illfendeCJ qmp~ctof.ies~fllogoufside 
fr'fV~st<:»r 1nt~rE!st1:111d., fber~fp:re; ma.Y 
prove to pe a capital barrier for <equity 
-.~ppJicantS .. 

'85 towintome ls.defined as at or he low 8d%:Sari Frandsco's area r'ne.di~n Jncorne ,?s. defined by California 
• - • ._' - • - • ••• -- • - • - + • • -. - - ,- ,. ·- l . - - - . -· - - - ·. . ~ . - • + -, •• -·-' - • • • • • ,. 

Depar'trnept ·ofHolisiDg.cinel c:Qh'irjiiJrjity·Deve{bpm!:!l"lt; 

·&rThe dt$advantaged popufatiofis id en tiffed in tfre 11/, EqurtyAhalysis settldn oftlils report may sen/ea; ati . 
J:ippropfiate ll)etrfc.for·ic:Je11_~fyingwoi!Cf9fce·.popufations1howev~r,\fthgt~.i!ian ititeresfi11 d.eterf111nipgw9J;;h 
eonirriunities liave been j:lfsj:iropof:jjopately.iinpactecj bytneJ(li'ar oh Qrl]gs over a sustai(ieq perio(j (jf tilI\~; w_e 
would Tecomme~d foitheranaiysis. · . · · · 
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Recommendation: Residency .. . · 

Th.~ ¢tty should ton~itj~r creatfu~fa r~sige.9cy · & 

. reqlikemerifto ensurethatcufreht and 
'Because qfthe.sii:e of San Franciscds . 
trtafl<et; dJ)d lrittJe ijitere~t ofeO?lJf]Ug ~·. 
tempered ro.llouf of new cidivity{ 
·pfiofit!zihg resfdency.willaJiow ti.:rr:terit 
*1~ fg@er r6ldent~~to i.:>:e(i~fltfir~tfrorn . : 
thfs ,ppp0rtunfty.: 

· fbrhlffr S.afi.franc.fscow~sicleJi.ts:who hav~ 
£xpe.ri~l}cecj'ovgr, policibg and.h,a~ Q,iffic;uJtr· 
:acc.essing living wage Jobs ar.~.the .first f(jc 

ben~nt:froJirthLs progrcir:rt 

. . 

:lbeQIW.sh¢Jllct crm~lder tt~rlqd~lz:etj)errn!t 
process to·<issi~tEqu1ty Applicants. . 

- . . :: .. :: . . . . - . : . --: .. ~: . -. : . .• 

'Recomrnendation: Phasing · 

the tfty~:should consider p:erm.itti(lg phaS.es 
·ihatfoy~Jramew9rks 'in slr~c~ss iq ri~. i::he ¢hy 
sbopfd'cpl'fiplgt~ ~!J.:a(ialyil~:o(!,e:a~I} plJ~s~ 
,and thls: analysis should: adVise p61iqi> ' 
adJQs'tm en:ts:.:i:o the,Eqi:iJfy Ptogram .. 
framewo~k; :P~rmlttln~ prcoc~s~, ~mt 
:geograp h tC 'distribution for'tftff nextphase. 

• ~qs·Arigeles re:quir.~s r~~i(iencYf9~ 'flt'l les5· 
thahS aooumulativeyears,withnoless 
tha:h70%m~.e1Jngthis t~i;tilifer:n¢hts; B'nd 
Q~kJa!ld.. r~qljft~sJe,.sldimiY.fcir ;o.o Je-?s · 
than io years. 

··:,.·:.: .... =.. .. .. ·=· .·::::.:: :_,:·_:·:.-: .• ·: ., 

..• &< . A:faster approval ·protessepsi.fres 
~µpfit~'nt~ !:m~" nC;>t mtwded,o~tbv mo.re: 
weJl~resour-ced'applicants. .. ;, ' .· . 

!:> ·petmiHli1g:¢on~it\~r;is ,toiild prev¢nf W:~li"' · 
resourcerl··competiforsfrom-crowdihg 
ou,fpolentr~l equity applicants. 

4t P-fioritizatlCin appro,aches.oeedfo be 
ton$'ic:Je:re:d:in the ~ohtext:(?fqvet~ll 
tier[ng ~a,ryd phasirig strateliLes·to en§ura 
desited (JukofoesforeqU1ty applicants ... 

considerations;• ·. 

•~ As·curr~·ntlypf.()Jll:tS~'ififh'2Q~~/on'.ly 1) .. 
Equity Applfoants, 2J ex1stlng.i:operc1tors} 
and 3} !:)perafors·who\111ere bper:afing in 
co/nRJi?nc~ Wittnhedomp~s,s{9n~te li$~ 
Ad but were for.Ced to cease activities 
due tb f~deral :erifotteiii~r\t, are eligible 

. '
1 

• . t~:'.~JJP1Y. fqr·p~r,D!i~si ·.· . · .. 

\l: i:Xist!lig fuec(ical bi.tsihe~ses:'ShQ}Jfp_be . 
P;E;n-tiitte~· ih)i:i1\ia'l p~trtfttfi:bg ph~s~fo) tq 
ensure·con:tln.Lfed access tb medl:dbal . . . .. .· ' .' . ' 

P.ahhi:lb.i$'forJi~tierits:. 

· !. An.overly oomplex.programcoulO delay· . ~ -- . . 
p~:thtti.s~t.i<in'!:'e .. 

;,: In a one~fo.r~obe·hkidel, the're is;pciten'.tial 
. t6(9 ~t>ttikn¢cldr)Jfcen~fr1g:ff f~?Liffi~(eh:t 



. 

Recommendation:Ratibs· 

Th.e Cify ~5ciuld, at a minfrnum,,mandate a 
Yecjqisit~ i]'qrribet/perc~nfage :qf equjty 
-app]ic;arits f<J n€3W :~J?plicanfs during · 
per'rnittiiig phases; 

~. . . 

· Rec·amfuendation: ProvisionaIApprovat ·· · 

ForiEquity Appllcants; the City should allow' 
fot pr6vlsicini3f iJ'pprov~~i rifa perfo1tprlor'f6' 
the; ~<l ppJJc?nt;;~(:Uri ng re.al. e.~tate fo_t th elr 
operafioR. ~ 

····-·.·, ___ ,_.' 

Recom'inenciatloti:Q33PforketdllApfllif:.ants 

The City~h9uld ton~rci~textehdfngthe' 
. :Gommunify·Business P:rtorlty Proc;:es~jng· 
:P.tqgrarn Jo EquiW Appffta ht.S; 'specifically 
'r~t~IJ).pplicimts1 to '.<lli9W for';lJµ~~ trai:'k~d 
and streamlined Conditlo:oal Use r:evJe.w 
prpcess. 

lle.commendatian: Amnesty fr()[frpm 

Jhe CltY spoulcj ,C(jns)der i:f i=veJq.pi~g 
· path.ways., sl.ich a.s .a ii amnesty program, to. 
. :~n.t;our~geio\xi~tlhg. noht9of6rming · 
businesses:: tn<3hYolvyb]th;ar!;!~$maH 
·opi:lfato~ who rnav qualify as Equity 
App11c:ants:- t:o:ttans'ftfqn tq th~ l~~~JiTicirket 
in 2bl8. 

riuryib~rs ofeqU.lty.-et\gil;JJ? lnc1iyidµ9]s, 
.appiy. 

Considerations: 

"· As .cutr:ently brapbsed, new general. 
?J:ip!1capts are _ri()te:ilgibfefqr pef!11Jt$ iD 
20i8, wfrh the exception ofbusinesses, 
tliatwereweviott_sly'sfo1t down thtoi.:tghi 
federcitenforce[l']eDt; As ~lith; {)nJy'Eqqlty 
Applicarri:sw.ill beceligible for new permH:s 
in year: i;liie. . 
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··~. S:oth Oakland_·arid Los Angeles have 
(mplemetrte,d or prnppse~ a brie•for.:.one 
1'ice11~J11gfra11Jgwt\rk durlfig~the in)fial 
petfriitti~g phase that ensures 50% equity . 
:~ppJic§htp~rtkJpatibn.to every neW: · · ' 
.bu~in~ss~ · 

· ConsideratTons: 

' ·li! P,rWiSional:a'ppro\/aJ of a f;>eirmffte'~ t:ould . 
fo~lp the appli~a.nrov~rt:ome p:ote.ritic~t 
finandalbartlers to entry by providing 
'h:ivestors:wiJh more c~r:taTntvt:o back 
lR_aq pplJcarTt: aJ1cfintentivlz~ foyest-OJ~ t¢. 

~pr:o.Vide adequate capital fura physical 
locatJOh. 

Considerations; 
,,· 

"' 'l'b~ ~8:3P prqfir<lrri woo!d prqyfde 
applicants with thrmsa\iings and.more 
:f=ieattimf:!flf!Ees. · 

· ConsldeH!Hons~ 

'* .'E'nsuriRg contfrrued op.eratfo:n coufcf 
hiean the oper;:itor.facesJfa~~€rba:ri"fers 
Jg ~l1t$;ftn~ regyfot:eq)tra:rket;, 



···i.:.-... 
·.:.:·:.: . .-:·_-.. · .·. . .• . 

'th~:;~jty should'.conkic:fefih~ilic1Gi;tiifg::~ ·•:.·· ••. • · ·.~·· :. incu~ato~opfl96rthcitaJl()W·efopH:iy~rs 
fleXibl~-inclipa:t6t '.~rograrrith~t all~ws EquitV .anq cannabis operatc:irs fle.Xfijilit~ to · 
.Applic;::rnts to partners with operators who determine ~ppr-9J5iiatg progratrf 
Wish to futthetthe City's equity goa1s~ Slicli offorlng(s} Cc:!D lnt;enli\(ize priyate sector 

·•·i:>ar:tfi~rship's.cciul.d.itidudecomhinations:of .lhVestmerit.in eq~ity goals.{e.g., real 
· Wotlcforce;-financiaf, capital,· real.estate, and . ·· . estate anq/or me1J.t·o~irlg; i~ndlbrds 
: technicaf assi~anc~ provided By nan~eq.Liity' · ?Hovl(i(lg cannahi~:bL1sih~sses on the~r 
•app1Icarits, · pr~petfy} 

• Recommendatioii:./.ntubqtqr Progfam 
:Prlotityf roc;es~ing 

. . . . . . : ' . . . . . ~· . . : . . · .. 

Tli.e Cify~~lio4J4 cgn~ltj~r~xterid1l')g pdE)rjty 
:proi::~ssingtoJncubafof Pro~rarii il.pplkan:tS·. 

;,.: 

Recd1Tlmendati0h·: $Utce$s Mt;.trl¢s. 

M~frks,,soo}lld be tticotpo@t~d into the 
Equ'ltyPrograru t() em>l:!rethci~ operators are 

• /\c~01J[l!al:liJitv me.asutes .. rnustbe taken 
. : to ensure. parties conform to agreement~ 
· .ah1fequlty outcom~s afe~chieved, 

· ·\> Equity incuhatcJ'rs:ihtentMie knowledge 
and reso\Jrc:e ,sMrfog vvi!h Equity 
}l.pplicants.aho cost to the City: 

.~ 0<*-lsini:l hasface<l cripclsm Uiaf requidr'i'g 
existiiigbusinesses;to formJncubat-Ots 
runs,t.he risk .. of 11hoHowJngui,:inh·e 
.mlddle/'wherethe'marf(etshiftsfowarcf 
6~~-that c~~~1~{;:0.nly:ofJarge,wef"', ... 
tund~a bl.rsih~sses and :eqUity businesses, · 
a model thatcoufd oltimatelyti·owd' out · . . ~Ci~itV ti~~i;;J~~~., .. ·... . . . - · . ·. . ... . 

· · :C-Onsidetations: 

, :0 Prl9ritV prop~ssi.ngwiilallow the City ~ni;I 
the.incubated aperator-to.tealizethe 
equity benefit$ fast~r; 

.···(ii Non-equity.existirig;operators-th;;1tserve. · 
'cis· 1;Jl')ci.ibators'1 ¢(',ll!fd}1e eliglhle.fo. 
t¢t~ili:~p.rforlty permit review and 
issuahc~., 

'• Prioritization .approaches'rieed tb be 
'co~sidered.iri the, to.nt~xt of oVe'r.all'.: 
tiedhg,'.;!JJ.cl P.ti~~liig iitrategi.esto ensure 
desir.ed oufoomes for equ]fy,applieaqts .. 

·. l>. bpgfah:irs ~t>.t.ild y?e Equi,ly Appli~r:ints hJ: 
'etite:rthe market 1n 2018, ~md·provide 

.them-With, no hi~anlrigfufhen~fits., 



helping- nfove Equity in.cubat.or operatqrs 

Recommendation: Creation ofa CbmmwJ}ty 
Reinvestment Fund 

,, ' 

The City shoulcf eonslder tr~afoig a. . 
. C6fnrffuriit9Reirivestment fUriQ to alloc_ate . 
ca:111Jabis ta)(·r,evenue: atJq focusing 
investments on those communities 
.dr.s·p_rOpotti-Ohately affected IN-carn;abis 
.enforcement. 'prograrnrnfng rnav ir1clu_de 
restorative justice, jail dive:rsfon, and · 
jmprovi.r\gtbehealth ancl weilbeJrigof 
commu~ities th9t h-ave been affected by the 

Recommendat16n:Antf{t:fgrfla campaign 

· o :Community reinvestment offers 
neighborhood-VI/id~ and nelglibor~ 
dire:c;ted benefits tp those vv~9were 
mostdisproportioha'tely impacted by 
tanncibis eriforcementbut:are not 
'partidpatfng df rectly in the t<mnabis 
econoniy, 

• A ~anhal:i!s t.<l){ has notyet been approved 
by San Fra.ndscci Voters~ and th era isJittle 
Tnfot'matioh ilVaifab:ie on r~v~nue.5.<Jt:id 
sp~11gf ng·pr.fotities. 

··~- C:anoabls.tax reveriues !J.iay be an 
. incorisisteht source:·bfreveriue unt\1 th~: 
marketstal:iiJizes, Whii::hcoqld tal(e :a fi;w 

. y~~rs\ 
Corisideratfons: · 

TD~ ¢fty sh6uictcC>nslder_cdmm'ihjhga ·, ''ll), Sedudng .stigma t;&\.jfah~lp operators 
portrcin offundirigto l;iuild on.the ~ettE;Jratcess tapJ:i:al, real estate, and 
Dep;:ittme6tofHeaJthrs,awareQe:Ss tarnpalgn .. . t~<;J111ieal a$siSt;;ince: 
to forftiec a,d<n9W'fedge the .impac:;t of ff1g . .'Ii corttrn:UnltY awareness through th[$ . ,_ 
War oti Oiugs an:cf the· stigma tbatremaJns:in ~13mpa!gn can help>calm fears thatJ1ave 
t~rtaib cqii1fnQflities; ' been d~:Velop~q q\ret decade? of 

.· Recommendat1i:m: Fu)j[fii:igforcommilnitY 
Beinve5tmenf 

rfieoffice 8f Cannabis shO-uld thntifiueto 
, coordfnatewith t]typaitners; in¢lbding ~he 
dffice of £c·onorri.lc :and\Norkfqrce 

. [ig:Jelopmentand'theMayor's Offic'~, fo 
cpntfrwe FJ'dvocacyfodutiding thr:pu!'?;h the 
Govern,or's pfficie qfBusiness ~md Ecpnonik 

rnJsinfOrmatiOnand.scqr;~ ia,cHcs Lis_ed 
'during the 'War on Dr'Ugs" 

.e .ihtjeveioplnga 1)1ore regu1~t lexjcory tP 
use fo~theregulated actfli1tY, Cifyshould 
g:iliold Dtug\N~r ianguageJn'.dVdlng 
i'cta!='kc:1oWn.;" a.nd ;,Black rnark~t.';· ·· 

Consid'erations: · · · · · 

4' .Sfutefundiog'cari e'f!h:ante and 
~Lippl.~ritE!trt:tne.-Cfw'?' rbHftyto qie~~ 

.• loca'I eqµJty: goals. 
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·I. 

DeVelopm~nt c9mrri µriity. re:!nvest.ment 
gra rits program. 

· .. Retommendation:Eqyity pJgn ·considerations: 

Th'e ~ity shouid cbJl§[der req(liri!lg appJkants -';; 
,ti;> submjt; as part ofthelr Community Benefit 
Aiir~etneht, ah,EqUltY ?iab.fhatdesc~ibes 
howth.e ~·ppllcant'.S bu$iDes;s, supp'Qrtsthe 

Tbisencourages business to think about 
Equity in the. coot_exto:FJtbeitig a 
,tommur1ity b.eoe:fif in_ their surr;oun~ing 
neighborhood, and allowsthemto 
considerequlfy'tiJ:orel;>rnadiy i_n the 
context. ()fthe'fr bvs!ness model. 

tqui:ty gq?JS of theGIW• 

.· R~commendatibn: sfrear:nlin~Et<pl)ngement­
oppoitunities 

.· communftyJelnvestment programming 
• should include si:r.earrilff1ed expungement 

r;yeh1:$ held in neighb9rho9d~ tbathaye been 
· dJsproportionate!y-]mpacted bytbe War on 
progs~ 

Jhe city should levera~e e li@ole8t~isting 
workforce pfcigr:~rilstp pro'ilii:le. p~tbways to 
empjoyme[ltlrttbg lefi~I c:aiinabjsfodustry 
for ii:idividuafs ell~ged.fo.stieet"leveJ drug 

,: 

:.:•:. 

Considerations 

Bringi'ng events to communities enhances 
QVeniU outreach for the equity program 
:anc! re.clµc;es parrier_ s to navig;:itlngthe . . . -

:expung.ement process. 
Sqt!i eyen.ts sfrg'!Jlg b~ dqne ln 
t6ordir\at1o'n with the P't:.ibli¢ Defender's 
6ffiC::¢;theCoUrts-,.,and .PtherJeleVC:Jnt · 
•parttJe:rs,, anq ·tb~Y should prqvfde clierits 
With ah eXpedientce~pi.ingeri:teht pr()ces:S.• 

· •-~- t~ngih or prbgram WoLlJd :hei$d to'be 
',' ~aJanced; Jri~.ldrig sure p~rti~ipphts;a.re 
·job r~agywhifemeetingotheir need fo 
en'tei-the Warkfori;e tjuki<ly; 

~· j\cceferatedtrainfng p(og!'~~Sj Sfmifar to .. · 
the mode!.~ahat a'.liow tot fl.ex11Jre · 
~p-'pt()~n::he~~t-q p~/tifly;:itfori should b.e 
leveraged.to expedite ~n(J pfiorit1.z:e 
~rnpbyment oppoJtun:lti.esfo(pe:rsons 
wl:io m.eet th~ equityp~nnlt m:lteria.' 

:Ill .C:aonabis ina1.:f$tfy wqrkforte·progiqn} 
;Ci:i,tdd l?.e. mqdgl !:!d ~fter ex1sfiilg OEWD · .- . ---. - - . - . . . - -- ~ . . . 
:Reenfo(Servkes Pfogtam. 

·q;. Leverciging ~fistlrg·programs Off.~r,S: 
, peopLe oppbrtlinifi¢sto build, skills for 
,pther foclµ~tde$ as wdt 
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s1 the 'C!ty~hou1d'.re~gniz~ that ther~ ire~oni~c~ornmunltv based organh~tlons th~trefypn ie_d;ral_fYnc!fr1g.,ana may therefore 
be unable to ,provide serVices· due fo ~b.reat of fede@I enforcement. 



Recomrneridations~ EXpandWorkforce 
CutiiCulUm 

The Cify .should.consider expcrr'id1ng 
tµtrkt.Jl1Jtl1Jo:support new workfare!;! and/or 
entrepreneurship services for street level 
i;:ahnab!s participahts·across i!idustries. 

Re comm ertdationi:· ,Wor!(fort:f: Fairs 

Consfderations: 

a The City'sapproach to c:urrkufum. . 
. developmentthrough'.(;os~la_rSF coy1d ·.be 
·:used as~ model. 

o Jchi?. would [eguire .engageme11~ and 
trajnfng•ofl'.lew CBOs, in fo:isit.worlcfci'i"ce 
~tiowledge; · 

!ll· There.may be.'!Jrnited poteptial for 
'pt-ogtC!m gcr.ow1h due foconsfderation,; 
and restrictions :around co-mingling 
.cai1napisworkforce funding with other 
~ource~. 

e This approach wcrnld ifSD tal~etinie~9hd 
creating new prograrnm[r;ig can J:i.e c_qstly,, 

·.~·. There.is :apoteni:ial laci(ofcfata refaterl to 
lnc{ustry Workforce projections; making.it 
,£iffficuittos·cope program siZ~ and 

. ·fund{ng,, 
·consideratfons:. 

The (:Jfy.shq:ulds_upp()pf:a se/i~ of Wqrkforc:e · ii\. 
·Jafrs with P'lrthers iiltlqdillg riwest in · 
Ni;rg8horh()ods, smaliB1i~iness <::.ommi$sfoJ:i 
.'~D9..~th.~rs.ta··prav'ic!eoL1treach,:~c111ca±ionj 

srr11irli}g~yei-it?.fothec()mmunifyt?r1 .. 
:asii~t~lth o~treach abd N;:'fp buird trust 

. wltbtityagend~s; 

:ar{() ownersbjp ~upport. . 

.Recommendation: Tmini1JgPerso1meI With~ 
tndustry Experience 

;.TfleJ:'.ifyshoul\l'cqnsi:der hirTng.;trainin.r{ 
pefsontieli,N.ho are experieneediti.the 

· irn;f ustry fransiJ:loned fromtbe unri=m,Hatetj~ 
market·to regulated cannabis1hdustry to 
ehsUj~.turrkulum ~levanc¢ cind 
;:ipp]J¢apil)ty .. 

.· R~c~.tiffi~ndatfon: lncqrporqte iacg( 'f,1it1? &.' 
P.ef{ne l{eq4iremen}:s 

T~e·C::itystipujc] lncCJ.rpor.pteJocal hire 
retjuifemeiits! and should C.dnsjdei"recjUidng 
·qr.irfcenti\lizitig employers:to pfiodtize 

Consideratiort5: 

· •ill.· Persons wfrh experienC:e In the 
f.1nregu:latedand''regt:i'lat¢d cannabis' 
i:nctrk~t maybe wefl pqsit)or:i~tf.tg ?gvise. 

· tndivi,dU,als looking_Jo }din.the iegillated 
iirarket. 

.,, The.$e positions could create ~dditfo:rial 
Workforce opportunr~les for pet:son,s 
b:np?cted Jfy:the WarorJ drug?, 

e Mud1ofthe '(jty's worlcj'6rce trait1i11g 
•partners makeindependentpersonl)eL 
decisiqr]"s, . 

~. The ne~Mordfficial in9tiifrykilowledge 
could:be addressed vfa fL!fufe Rf P's .. 

• ,_ •• ,- •• • • ···- - ·'···' ·-·. ,. + 

.Cdns1iforations:' 

Iii GIVt='it:thatnob.llpersonswho ~ere 
·dispfoRCirtion·ateJy iril!J:'lc.t~dBVthe•War• 
o.n [)rugs are ready to ~talf th.~ii'owri 

' cannabis business, ensuring they have 
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· applicantsfro_mthen dis-advantaged 
.. comm unltie~~ 

Rec.om1nenda"tions: EdyctitiOn on Falt ~hant? 
Oidifidn.ce 

fhe diy·shoufd pfo;_ict:ively educat.e ~n 
tannabiS buslness:g.~i:iii th~ prov.is.ions ofsan 
Franci~~ois F~itC:r~ric:~ Ordtna~c~ (f:to) ili?t 
teg[jlatesthe use ofairrestafidco:hvktibn 
records ii:i(employnieJ1tcledsiqns.w 

: ·.·... : .. · .. '.: ... 

R~~om ri1endation:.Remove Cannabis. 
conv.7ct70n·Workforce:Ba.trk!rs 

. rneeri111gf1JI access to workforce 
-oppoiiimlties ihthe Canri(lois Industry Js 
··critic!'!!. 

ill! .Refining:local Hirereqliirements to• · 
t~rg~t;µ~c:ific-areas ()fthe clty could 
: allow iis tpsee rnO're per.S!:>ns from 
<lt~~ciff~~chi~ed t6~murilties k~teFihe. 
Wb~kt~rce·'~lpefiq'e;, · · 

"•·•· TheCitY•wciulciJ-)~:ed to "ensu[~-'p~h~le il:re -·• 
hireclfpr: full time; fair wage )Obs ah~tnot 
just used tu·obfaii1tne pe~mit. 

"' ,¢~nnabls busfr1esses a;iujabe required 
. :ilirough theirC:BA's. to partkT.pateinHrst 

S,ource ~_eyond):~_ntry:-Jevel positions-, 
. Rrovi\;iing µpw~rdly mobJl.e care~r . 

. pathWays:iri addition t9-intorporat1n_g 
· ·fl)Jd-fevei:pfa_c;ements. · · 

. . .. 

·• 11; Alarg~ an:iountbfresodi:ces arid . . 
lnfr_qstrLJctllre}s required by the_ Cifyfqi: 
:e:pforcemenJ/report1iig, 1h~rf;fore; thl~ . 
Wouli;J tequire ~·runding·source as wellas . 
tfr.M to_bi.Jilc:l the lnt~rnal capacity. · 

Al: L.ocaf Hire .and any requirements related 
to l/JflJ.ig from :specific: Joc:ation:iri?Y a.dd 
technical human resource burdens to 

. :opet'.ati:Jriwh~n-th."e C.ityshOu(d s~~k fo 
r:ed"uc¢ ~chnfcal hl1rqens:- • ·· 

·~- since the Clti/ has cletermined p·rop:tli't 
cpnvktion~ <;i_re ''fow prJorit{1 thls-woula 

-h~fpt() ens.ureth9se cr;in\ijtti.(in~ are.riot 
used todei'iy ini:lfviduaJs-:me~hingfu! 
:·$Tipioyroent: · · 

· . Consii:leratlons: 

-~-~As d~scrib~d. inse~tic)n IU,'$."~~s~~i!?n E, Dl~;3dvatitag~cltbtimiU.i:iltrJ:· . 

il:i See. AJ'.ipencliid).Hdstirig Resou(ceS: 
;.: 

_,,,·. 



The CitV.should toCik'at legislating th~ 
reti1qva1 of e:mpfoyment barriersl>~s~d on 
.:b:innab[s:'.rel;;it~d convictions across all 

Recommendation: fl<fsiing tJpergtpr. 
Parffdpation 

Th¢ tity:should inceritivize operators th9t 
may receive a temp'or~ry permitfo operate 
'~b ai;luft-use bus!nessto ¢ontr11;iut~ t9 tbe 
City's etJLfity go~ts, Any cornmitments1nacje 

,, ,by operators should remain in place until the 
x.iperat0r1s.Artidei6 Community Benefits 
Agregti)entls i.'lPProved. 

Reco~mehdatfori:.,4ccesstp.J3ankil.!g· 

;,, Adding this lcinguage:to AttiC:!e·4"9 ofth.e· 
.Police Code (the FaiTCha1i'ce Ordinance) 
wciuld belg ~nsl:tre'that condwttwhlcb is 
.!Jd\l\f tega:J under Proposibqn ~4 does not 
coritil)ue to be a b.ar:rierta €nipl0Yment 

ili Proacthre partidpation by existing 
ope:ratorswilf help thefify m~ove 
towards equity gpafs before tn<:!hdates 
meantto further equity are 
Jmpiemented. 

Considerati6ns: 

ihe San 'Frc;indsco Treatur~r aridTW<: to Hector··•·"' · Iylitig(jfes fin·andal pa.rriE::r~ 
sho1:1ltj continue to work dbs~lyvJ!th the 
State Jrea_surer to provjde more .. . 
ojJp6rtunitiesJor apfJIJ¢aiits ~o·acc~~s banking'. 
~¢rvfces;ar')d shoulopray a:bro,kering rof g .. 
witb Ca_lifotnlcicr:ediftirir6.nsfo:.teacl1/partner 
.wttfic.'ianfrandsca b~~etiC;(~dit'tJnfooss.Q 
fhat!h l=Y. rn ~y ;s¢til~:.aia· res~~rc~io $;;i o 
Ffanclsco based operators; 

.Retommeni::lation: Eoriskderatibnfot Considerations 
[y1~11_fojpaf Bank: · 

··I/ff.· Wi:n~lcl creq'te·accessto bapkfqgf0r the 
iridlistry·as~a whole:.. '111 Un~with fjfe NcLtzQ44~~· iJrgingthe bffi_ce. 

of.the Tfeasilrer andTaiCdlfedoi to convene: .iir 

a Muflicipa!Pubiic f3<irikTtlsk Farce, tb e city 
'should:cbni:inueto move forward 
~~p~dlti~~sly w.ith the revi~Wof a munidpai 
pankifl~ policy to ensur~ applfcantshalle fhe: 
.bppor:tun)ty to pe provided eq~rt.a~l~:cintj 
. transparen,t access tp capitp,I hi the absence 
9ffeder:allyregufated batiks p~)i'icipa.tiori. 

'.Moneyge:nerated.fromfee.s ahdlnterest . 
touiCI be u~ed to ~qbsldi_z¢:Joanstd€qulty · 
applicants~ 



·•Recommendation~ Fee Waivers ·· 

·The afy'sholilCI t:9 f:lsltlet.wa: ivihga}ipl1Cat1of\,. 
pE;rmit, ·afidfospeqibii fk'~s fors9m!= qr-all - · 

·€qu\ty applicants 'iJ'l their firSt:yeat tqlowe-r 
firiatltiaLbarrier:S:ofentry. · 

consic!eratiohs:. 

!Ii Tb eye W:ouicfb_e subs1:antial cost 
assodate<lWLththisoh bel\alfof 

· c:lep:<i:ft:r-ri'.e_hts. 

o. · •·• ~~:?:i:~~~~r:~~~!~~E~~i:~~~~~ttng 
non~_-cannabishusinesses.and not 
receivihgs·ucfi-~ waiv~Y;,,<!Y 'become a 
concerh io:the business ce>ni1nunffy.· 

Cohsideratlons: Retdmrnendatfon: R~dadngsocfoi.Stigmct ·· ' 
Jfocognizing;that equity permit holders mf_ghf-
have.fln:iite·d accesito ~od~f::indtin~n¢ia:( - -~. The Crry's public information campaign 
capi~al;y.t6lch cql)lc:f fi:Jrfher be lriipatted by c:owd be used fo address multiple issuesr , 
thesocialstigma assodated'Wltb caimabis !J.\cludlhg fuc;ts aboutthe healtl:rimpatts. 
tise and saJes,the Cityshciuld irivestiri a: oftannciblsuse_as:welJ a:s the radalized 
c:amp~igo to eC:f<h(Jvyl~clge ~lie impact of {hi;! bistofy of Pt'o_hJl:litl()h ~nd enforcement. 
War on Dn{gs and tbe·sfigma arid bias 
<'Issa dated with hoth · qs:er.s and Bu~tnes~es. 

Reco'mirieticiatron: Loans · · 
•. . . . . . . . . . 

Tbe~ity shotifd create afuridt~alcou'ld 
receive ,ffiT1CisfrofoEqiiftY n)Cu&ator 
~p:pHcan_f$, ,~Qtl w~e thl:s func;ltg $UgpQrt 
Equity OQerafors. 

Rec'r:imhi~ridatron: setting ~a>(Rate90 

:rb orderto <'idi:lress tbe B,.arr1eftHafWelf-: 
Jtihoei.ibLtsiriess'.e~ ti:l~y-tie·r.nofe"i:aP?l:>le pf 
'bl,iilt;JJ.ng ·111ffna_ndal tonting_e11dest6r things· 
suchasufiforesi::en fa'x.liabilitres,thefCity' 
:slfo:uid tOnsider true· 6Hdes that mitl ate the ···•··· ..•. , .... c .... _____ p_ .. ., - - ·- ···-'·- ... g __ ..... 
~x_b,grg~n·P!l -!2qP1W-3.PPl.ic:ank 

·. e. ihfs.funci c:l:rn prov_ide Cl soiln:~ of re\ieli.L!e 
pdor tofhe h:ri·pjernenta.tlor:i of'\:1 cann;:i bis 

.: . ,specifidax .. 
<i.· lf-needed, it could ta.ke time to fl!1d a 

tjijalffiea CBOthat has rfo otberfedetal 
r;Q.ufHc.ts tP'Pdmln!St~t s4cn a program or • 
1n'ternal tcipadfy andstaffihgwgulq 11eeC! . 

_ to J>e deVelopi;d" 
ccinslcforations: 

.. •:I·. c:,·; 

I) :¢q_!)tei:ripJ~fftiga ta~ r.9tE1 th~t p;ltjgate,s. 
fue 'tax buhfeb on e:quify~_ppll,c;cinf~ 

';,en~!,Jfosthey'rem~iti i::ompetitivein!'i• 
n}qrket,1thqt fig_~ bett~(reso:µrce.d 
O:Perafors~ 

• H1,gher taxrates .P<ln rncrgase fue, 
effective price ofcai:inabis ea.using some. 
if:bhs.iJriiets t1.rsh.iftspendin~ to 6th.et · 
'gfilQ-ds or buythefr c:annapls outside of 

. ,Jhe1-egulated'mafket c · · · 

jiri:see _Ap~endii{.E T~xationistate'Strudul'e~& Re\lieW.of Othe.r ~tffisdidions' Taxsfructures 



Recommendation: Create a s~mple & 

• T.ranspr:lrentA/>plfcaJTOn Process 

·Thi:! CitYshouldtrei3te ;rpl;r'01\fohg,13roc~ 
. B'.i?tl~siniple; transparer:it/afid employs 
te~hnologicaLsolutioo?.to:help sp,eed·and 
~ke applicahts aw.are pf process from Clay 

.~· .. 

The City should st~~r tquilv Program 
p~rtitipants ifi ni=ed ofhusfriess.i ccimplfaiit~; 
and industry-spedfic;techn]cal assistaoC.eand 
mentOrship to th~ vaiious eligibTe City 

. . . . 
{:flti:eprefleursh1p:andworkfori:eprograms 
ctitrenfiy·<lvaJJ;ab[e, hnrny of whici:TI~re 
referred to \h :i:he "Existing Res0Lirtes!I 
.5E#;tion.9l 

R.ecomtnendatian:Matcrirng OpportOoitiei~ 

'The" City s5oul d t:reate a:progi:arn to match 
:$_mallopef9tors, equity appffcants, ~nd 
Jnte:resteqlcr[lqJr;rr:g,s. · 

. _., .. . . 

,!J1 See,Appen.dl~ D/EXi~tJrlgR~sa~rces• 
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.•·~ A sitnple ilit'ake and a:pplie;ation pro.cess . · 
Will make it .easier for the ap]'.:!licanno 
knoWif they are eligible for a permit, as 
WelTasbe .betterlnforrted of What .the 
pattitoWards becornfnga permitted 
busine~s IT!ay entail. 

• To Sl!PPOrt this/a sedionJor cannabJS., 
.fors1nesses can be.addedunderBLis'ines~-es 
T.Yp~ in the. Perh1Jt Loc;:a,t9foftheSan 
Francisco Business PortaL 

Considerations: 

'ii },:~veragiiJgofexistlng eiltt$"preneurship 
ahdworkfqrce prograrns.rninfrni2,es up 
fro ni tostandJes.ovrceneeds.for the 
Qfffce.ofCarinabis. 

considerations; 

!!> LeveraJ~lng exfating.reiatipnships wlthffle 
. fanql0r:d:cornmuni:ty, educating them ()J1 

·'[he tegLjlafory structure could tr:eate 
mo:r:e real e$t~te: opf)ommitl:es, 

,oil M~tchiog srnaJJ.6p¢t;;ifors1 lnc:luding ;egqity ·· 
·a~plfc~nts; tre;:ites pofenfialJn~UbfllOf 
partnership opportunities, .. an<l 
·~h~te/when.alloW.~d; qH)p·partnersHrp 
:Q:~p() rtµ nities" 



Recomm'endatfon: Partner wjtn Local Non­
Pfofttfi ... 

th.e Citv.·~hou1c:l,al.so: consiagr partnering With 
. local consultants <1ni{rion-profit Qrgal)fratlons ... 

·1:~ p\0~~id~:~~nti~bisi~·edfiG,b0sitie;s·. :< .. . 
~onsultin~{~ucl:i as bush1ess plahworksliops, . 
and 'regU lato iycom,plia i:ice aSsjstaDCe. . 

. . . 

T'he bfflce of Cannabis shcibld assign .aStaf.f 
memfr~rtP.seJWa·s:tfte primary program 
i;:b.prtjJn~tqrfof the program~ 

:~ 

Recommendatfori;'C,'.edtiOn ofCurricu1um 

' Tfi8:City;shnuld encourage lotal ata:demfc 
"institut1ptissiJch.as·C:itycollege't.o 

· e~pE;diilP.\JslY qe<lJ~ ¢annabJS:~peclffo 
workforce and . .enti-epreneurtraining 

· i}.P,}:r~rl:unitteiiJatsan.Francisco residents, 
· p~r:tH::l.il~rlyEciulty)\ppllcants>atf;re~ or 
•redy._c~ci cqsls; 
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• consideratfons~ .. 

Dseht contr:acteclorganitatlons niinim.ize~ 
· th~n~~d·t~ bir~ addit:io,nal dty staff 
t~s:Cii:ifr~s. .¥yhlie leveragih!flo<;al :ind ystry 

Cor\ti:actihg fortedir'\kal experti~e~wrn 
, :foquJre.up-frontfundfng qefgre adult use 
tax reveliueis avaiiahre: 

'1!. Many business-service"pr()vidlng 
hcinpfcifits' are fonded. and}of dYart~redby 
the Fedet~I gover{lt1TeffPintj yvJl]he . 
unable to proyic:ie serV.fr:es :-substantial 
t.irn~ may be r:ieeded to clev~Jop new C:BO: 
P.axJners to creqte j:>rogramrµlpg in this 
space~ 

Considerations: 

lli Th1,S:.,Staffmetnherwill cO:ordfiiate w[th ... 
tlty departments; fnt14ding ~b:e Humai:1 · 
Rights Coh:Jmissiol) an.ti tbe Dffice of 

·· Ecoriorni~.and Workforce oevelbphie'nt. 
"' Applicants who meet Equify ctiterfa·will · 

r~ceive.asslstance fromlhis person in. . 
~oi:npleting tbelr ,appiicat)orrcmd 
naVigatihg City processes·through 
t9'ordinat~d efforts oftni.s pi'ogt~fm 
coardlnatorand staff fnihe office of srnal! ,-·.:···-: .. ' - ..... ··- ... -. '···- ;_ .. - --·· . 

:considerations: · · 

'(t Jb~ e)!:isting; partnership b'8tw.eeffth~ Qfy 
and City Co(l(;!ge f~ br:\e thatsbol;l]q e11stJTe 
that Sari Frafldisto's residents have act~ 
'tp rmpcic:;tfiil:and meaningful .Curriculum. 



RecOmmendatlon:.streamHoeExpunqement 
Op p_qrJ:lJp[t!es. . 

The. City ~hould et}sUrecorpriilihity 
reinvestment programming inc!Ude;; 
~pui:Jgementevents h$ld in . 
d}sproportfonately-ill1P<l.cted neTgbbothoods; 

The appflc.ation protess within .the Once the 
Qfft<;~ bffamrr~bls shall Id 5.ehi$ <ls a[I 
adclJfir:inciientry point into.thi:; Sap:,Fi:a11chto 
· PtihlicOefeildE;r' s:(JeatiSfi:ite Progici.111:91 

:!!~See Appendix D, Existing ReS:o.tiri:es .. 
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.~ J3rJngi!;lg everitstb communli:lgsen!Jarices . 
overall outreach fortne eguity progra111 
a.rid r€dlices harrierstbha\li~?tihg the 
expungei:nent pr()cess. 

• Sllth events S:nould be tli;in~Jn 
coorgib,atio.t1 with the Puhlic Def~nc!.e'r's 
bffice; the Uiutts, a·nd o:therrelevant 
p~yth~r.s; 'an~ tney shqul(l pmvtae clients 
wrtb an expedi~nfexpungementpro~ss; 

Considerations: 

•.<!>· J:xpurgeI1J_~nt,9n_rnit\gate.~om~ flnaryd91 · 
. bafrieis ta entry Into adulf-tise cannabis.. 



, ··~:i;~~~~1:!~1;;s~:=~J~~·°!tr~iW~[,,'~J[_;•·· 
!)' 

Tlie. City'J th coWsuftatT.oii wi{h eath St,qJefvtsot 
-~epµl(d!i,fy~~is b:e:tW~en eq\i\ty: 

.!Jy crecitl~g disrr,ri::tspf?c~fc;-q,t'ltura'lly sen.slfiye:, • Ii 
pqtreach. --

Cf)ftitn'lmfrfes andfhe ~twemn:ient. 
surra¢e:s c:i'pfofo11sreg9tcfing WQ~~ fs 
€ffedtive and',not effedive frbm:varlous 

· ··sfakehold_ers~ i···· .... • 

..• a ;lnft;r~ tegulator51tlridetst~ndlrig,abouf 
· thEi:uniqU~ opet~tfri-g en0ro,nme,nt for.Sein 

' ·i=rcincf~co can,~abi~ eni:rei;>renelJ[s,,'. 

"·· 

· Recommendafiori: .create 1nfofma1 · 
·Ref atiorlshfps · , ·.·. _ , 

'!- • 

. the cny:snould·•create. lnforrnal .foJ?tii:i nsh ips 

iii Thrs•out.re,a¢h ihcrea5es,the~hance_~ of 
pr.ogral'r\:SUCte'Ss byreco_gnlzlng 
PP'~i:;iffuhities't~ •pro~.ctively eng-ag_e · 
siakehoJdets 11taJ?r:rilliFJtenyironm¢nt:, 

~· Advi§of\r:boaids oYcornmis'sibh .c~ri iidi:f 
l?'cltifilPf!c;il i?Ye~spf J)ure?_l;t~rcicv.,: · 

iii U,pf~o,i1JMetj ofprpgram;resouJ:ces-tQi 
p~dorm qptre_ach <Jf!d resp9n(i fo, 
tj:U¢stign~ fiqm tlie public. _ ·. 

Considerations~ 
. ,_ .- . 

· (¢.guJl~t~nfog~sgssi0.11s) ~e~J;i;~i;l r~g~f~ti:ng': · • ~. 
entllies and a iarge stakeholdergro.Up·that 

'ificludes eqpit\!:~1i~1bJe-d)mful!hTt,Y, members: 

Tlie t:ela1;lprt1h1P°s. rrii'.!Yh~ip·tti ~Lilidtt;Jist. 

. &!:~rti:i~n?hip$ bµlit t)\i trP~ 
he'twe~n.regulat~J"y<iuthodtlesandthe· · 

... "£i:;::~~~~c:t:'!~}=tl~~~:~~~~1~p~f· 
• Recom.meridaticifi: treiltiFor;mal -' ····· .·.' ·.:.' 

· - · Conslderatfuns~ 
· RelafionsBipsf'TaskFari:eMeirJ.befship _ 

-· .. i ,~ 1h.e. l'.~l~tiohihtps· riiM'h~tp'tct hi,iild trust 
·the. cftyshouf d createJorrnal'xehiticinshi p 
betWe~ri.regulatingeb:tmes·and staJ<enqlders . ~ 
th~}.EOpre:s.~nr-~ttuity ~foii~lEl' t9fp:fo_[lpifie.~/Tq ·. 

. j'µ gqy¢.f"·1Jif!Ernt\ 
Ctf{i3tifigJeh:itjrin.:sfo p :o ullt:o,rillfil_s{ 
h~'tW-~~n r:~gq_l<1tqr);• aijfhor)t.i~s·aM the 
.comrnunlty. ls nepes,sary for-the.success of 
the prograr:tiandfcfr eftettfv~ reggfatJon, 

. th?-bend; the cHyshould considenmrenrUng. . • 
th~ -S~h'Frantisc6 canhabisSt'at~leg~irzatLC?ll 
J§:sk P9n:e;mernb¢rs6f P.·tq 1'.Jf.cifv!1g • :e., Adv1soW,1J(Jai-ds0fcommisS:i'On ~~'n acfd 

"asld.itlciii~I lf!YE!r~ o.f but~';fircra.~y ~mfJhe; 
rn9r~Jprrrt9.i D.<ltnr!? do~sp';t,~IWa)'!i)~r,d 
ltseff to relatioriship/fru5t buildilig~. 

rriembersh ip forepresenfatfves from 
ii.eighMrhooa~·tina ~omm_unitre~ With {ii¥h 
con tentratihn:; of ~l!g'fb'ie ltld:fyiCfµa'js~ these·_ 
r~p-v~~~·~tptlve~.sh~uld, have :a-cannabis . 
rel~ted toh.~ktion riistdryaritl/oti should Wqik · 

< ·, 



·vvitb:popul~t1b(t5.th.at ·hcive c:a~~~bis reJat~~ .. ·.· 
<privlctfoli histiJHEis; . · ·· 

Recommendation: Progr:dm Education & 
.outreach 

The City should deployoutreacl~ and. 
educatiqnal ~ainpa.ign~'thatspread·awareness 
bf the Eqylty Pfogr:am across the dfy btltalSo 
target neighborhoods and communities with 
high cohcentrati6ns of eligible individuals; 

. Recommeru:lation: ·culturp/ly Sfl1,S:i:tive · 

Oufreacfi 

St1per1.dsqt's shollld P<frt\clpate in creai:rnts: 
dgtrictspeciflC:comrnunity 'aiid culturally 
s~l)sitive qutr~~c:h strateglE!s; to ensure 
robust, ·thor~ugh.atig flitilticultu.t.al o\;!treach~ 
and erigagerrientthroµghout s~n Francisca; 

.~· ' 

• RecohimehdatlCim Jrrimedia:t~ Qptre.ticb 

Oufreacfrtcr potent1M a pplica·ntS sho qid. begin 
, -as soon as :a'·pr0graro'is .eita.blished and prior 
fo ~hen .Artlde .lfiapplkati'ons a~~.atcepted, 

1' • Mitigation oNmbfgu1ty around.what is 
legal at±lieJoc:cil, state, arid fedgral level'..., 

.. ;ii;liows fo~ mj:tigciticiti cfn9t.kj:ioif;iitlg,wh<it 
opportunitfes are qvaHab.le •. 

!1J AllciW? f9rm1tigation ofC,!1stJust between· 
l,<!l'W enforceme11tand.tbosecorn1J1Unities 
dispto'pottidnately affected by cannabis 
a;rre5ts ~md c:o.ny1ctions, 

" · TliJ:s <=cfforl: would.requ1fe Upfront 
resnurces·toperform o'utr~ac:fi:a..od 
fespond{o questronsfrotn the public •. -

.. The ouft.eath~shouic] cdntemplat_e c:on.~~tD 
from the cqmmun'ity about;oversaturatlon : 
pf cahn~bis related inform9tiori exposi.Ji'€: 

. .to youth. . 
·.:Considerations: 

· ·~ 'RebuUds trusts oetWee'n equltY 
.commuolt)es an cl th_e government, 

.. e1 . S:urfai:es (Jpinion:s regardingwhl:lt is 
::~ffecti"{~ and nqt;effective:frpm vario.u,s 
.stakeholders ... 

.<i Thi~ qLifreac:h Tnqeases the chances .of 
.program success b}'recogfii:drig, 
j::ippor:tu:n1ti¢s-tp pr9ag:[\r~lygng9g.e 
's~akelicilpers in aJ<i,mUiarenvlr9nmet:;i~ 

• Q. tipfr.o.ntneedofprogrciin;re~aarce~ ~o 
perform outreach ahd respond to 
:questions frt?mtlie pubii.~; 

Consideratforis: 

.. <P fmmeqfate outr~acli ensures equity:., 
eligH:ile applicants are hotcrbWded .out. 



The citv siiquldlncorporate data crillection 
requ1reniehts info tne applic9tidn arid 
reporting processes to tr;:ic:ldhat all 
cornp9n~rits ohm Equity Progr.amand to 
. rn~a sur¢~if$ impai::to n :the somftl!h. ify: 

ihe tJtv ~nou1tj considfr 'in~orporating the 
foUbwTn~ data'metri~s fnti:ftb~e appllca1:ion~ 
permitting and perm1p~newa1 proce$s: 

Ni:gnb!ir qfequity ;:ipr)l[cants t~ ;:tpp!Y 
• · Types of drug reiatect offenses 

f~ggregate)··. . 
\o~ .lf)c:ome st9~qs '(aggre~at~'i 
"• itace (aggre!fate1 ·· · · · 
I Jthrikify {aggregate) 
• fSE!.n.9 er (aggregate) 
• se~wa:I iMntiWf~lfuf6gi:ite) ... · 
• ',S,aii Fraf\dsc9t~~i#~o~v;;£?tU_s 
• __ :_Q~.~~-~~~JP~~t·r~·¢tv.:r~~v ·· 

.,. 'fotalpercet1fage of ciWnetship b'{::and 
· ·t;\mpfo:YmentqfSaiJ f.ranc1~c.oteslcJ'g11ts.. : 
Workf0rce. char~cteristits. 
~· total nµmbgr 1'lt~rrm1Pv~E!s 
~· .. Nu[hberoffocal employees· . 
~ Percent oJ ho·urs·o1ioc~I e'r'.iipfoy~~s 

· o F.ilfltinw ·. · , 
0: p.arf fl'me ·· 

· ~··· ~efrerit of Murs:f'to'fu ·~rnJ:if6ye~$ 
·~1;:i¢ei;i fhrcft:Jgh}ir.~t $,9lln:ej: -

.• ' . :Other f'! c!or?·~hat :aiig:n with inahdated 
' .or reci:immendedwbi:ld'tj.fce guiqe{foes.' ' 

Ft:rrtb~t~ tO-e.ns:uri we !5lo§glytrp:.c:.f< p~Jislng 
. C1S$~:ciate~Withieg_a[i;z,al.l<Jhi the City<should 
tfackand repcif:t oufon·~nest rates, lbc;'itioos. 
ofarrestsi 1$ender(~thnidfy;Fcice; ~i:c~ 

. [)9t~gatheringC6Jbpoh~nts sn(JL!ld be 
.b.uJJflnto the Eqtrltv P'rograrn from the 
· o~tset and basefrn~s sho~Idbe . . . 
¢staqli,~hed e,arly . 

. .... · 



Recomrriendation: RequireRegu~ar Reporting · Considerations: 

The;city'snc)ui~'requite ci fQJloW-up report frotn a. 
approwiateagendes including the bffl~_epf 
C13frna bis cind'HW.rnafi Rigbts cornr:riJ~sioit 
Th~efeports should ar:ialyze:the 

s_tatus and 9ufcome rep9cts wi.11 be -
crJtkal for cOursetorredici(l and 
adjustingthe EgLi\fy Prograr:rrtb ~meet 
community needs. 

JmP.lem~ntation and outcornesoftlieJquity 
Program, permitting, and geographic 
Jlistribution andma!<e programniat.k 
/ecommendrit!bnsfor 2019:. 

-Recomm:fr1dation: /!nforc£;rheot:of CBAs 

The City shoul&erislirethatcommitm-entsJe.g., 
real estate by incubator <lfJpiicantsJ mc;ide by 
~~rmittees mustbe. enfor~eabl~by ~~kin_g 
l'.:0fllpliafice with Cbfri1Til1nfty hen~fits 

:ag_• reein¢rits a-permit condition tn~twheri,Jlot 
'foilbvv~d, leads to-a' fine, perrii!Uuspension (!r 
'!1ltitnate revocation. The; dtv :shpuid r~gUiarl~ 
~qdiii:pi;nmunity benef1t·agreem~Qt§toen2Qrio 
:crim plia nee~ 

• Acco'Uni:ahility rnec;hanisrns should be 
Gi~ariv id~ni:ified ctGr'irigth~,licensing 
_application phase. 
Eq:Uify o_Litcomes'cqufd be;tied to 
_ctirnmunity l:i~nefit ~brni:nJtri)enK 

-~ The:-~uditing McsNfwili require 
slg~ificant.sf,lfft!m~ atr~.resources, - -

-•- > ' R•ecornmendatfon: -Cours~Correttio(j 

J;J~;;-. th~ City$bouJa plan to mltigate un;l_ni;en,a_~g -_(Ii 

I~ :t::~~,~~;~~~FE:~~!f ~~~~~r · .. 
kitenslhg.trt phases .allows for timeto 
:learn and adjl!~t p¢foreJarn~r-scaJ:ed 
tm P.l!:l m e11tatro ri;, __ 

!fjlQ\i~! COfre(:i:ion.mecharifsrns fle_edecftO'fUrther 

RIJ( Otj)Jltygnak 

:FormaTrel;;itioflShIRs ~etvVeef1 t~J'atory 
-a-~~ies and.a large stak~holder group_ 
,ca ti uhcover keyt:hailenges'. and heeded 
~~dfqstrrjent~ a·svviiil?.s'by[ldtrl.tsj:Jn atf 
evoJving_.regulatory envfron-rnent 

-?~~\?i1· ::Examples of cdurse,.cofrectioh mechanlsms -.~ -An, evglvlng:ltcl:!n?fog?!Jqfegµlatory 
fra~ewoi'kcould cause confusio:nand/ot: -
mistrust amongststa-kehold.ers. ;.:_-_-_:_-.· __ ·_,,_:_~:·,.·_. __ ~.-._•_•_._-:--:_•_~_u.:;o:_--_"_:_. __ :', ___ -.• _• ___ -.•.•. ·-:.---~_._:,·.·_-_' .- itidu de ,but a re not Ii 111ite a to tne f o[lowin~; 

- i::i -__ e ~lic~nsingln pha~es (£?.g·:i ~q1i!ty~J<:Tffte ., 
initial ph~se$-before uhr.estridln~ licerisii:ig) !-{·_.,- -·--· 

., <- '~ - ' 

,_, _ • lmpJementation ofefiglbf!'rty retiW!etJ.lei:i~s 
Th phases to enswe:E;qUity·outcofues are 
being met' - -

A fofrnal stakehold~fgtbup.canadcf-­
bureautracy911d ~rqWh outsmaJiet 



~: 

The <teciUoh oHormaTrelatioiiships 
between regulatory agendes and a farge , 
Stakeholder group 
Fle:xibfefnct,lpafor-Optrons or other 
ft~centives to allbw for mote established 
retaJie~s tp.t;naXimlz_e their opporfrmitjes· 
foq:i;:irtrcipatiorr i.n the_ Equity ·r-rogra111. 

-Ttle a(Jtorn_at[ce)(pitatfon or fe;!cl-uct.iori of 
provisions and thelo_ng~termdirection for 

_ l:Jotl:i gq\ierriir)g f;lociie:sf;;illd reyerrn:es. 

Recommendation: Equitqb/e Distribution 

The tity srouldtonsider land _use controls that 
:providefor more equitable distribution of 
cannabis storeftci.n:t reta ii to tnitJgqte 
·pverconcentratJon lri dlserJfrarichJse:d 
n-eighborhoods 

Rec6rnmendatron~ Thoughtful Plac~rfieni 

The dtv-•shovid tons1d¢rth~ con~entratlqn of 
. c;an~bis; tobaCC() ang al~ohol retailers v;heri 
tssuing Jarid use approvals. 

. R~commendation;_ tasf(Fb_r~e Mernbershig. 

Th:r;i City s.hciul~'Pm~n~the S<fll FranqTsco 
Cann a bis stat~ l~g<iHzatl()i) J ask_ Fore~ 
rf.iember:Shlpto provid.emember'shlP-'to 
repfesenta#vesf.torn Sflsa,.dvantagetj 
.communlties93 to.ensurefhatisswes related to 
o;ett~nt~T1trati-~h~re -addfe-s~ed ~ttheTa~i( -

-~ ·By reducing the· eligiple lqcatfonsJqr 
-busihr:jcsses,.starcifycreates·-further 
:challenges fot equity.applicants; 

· . Considerations: 

~ Cpr;i.ikleri(:lg~lc9hol <j(lcl lcibacco outlet 
:d~nsityis impqrtahHo enS:ureahy one 
.neighborbiJod ls:hotpv~fsaiur9ted with 
affl:iliity as:;ociated "Yith pptehtial heanh 
hahns~ 

Consid~rations: ·· 

70 

-.- · Formaireiatlb8ships 'betv\i~en regul9torv 
-agencies ahd aJarge.sfakeholder group 
ea.1111ncoyerl<ey-th~ler.iges;:11idri_eeded 
ad]_ustinents cin111eH aSJ:niild. trustin a,ri_ 
.eVolvingreguJatory:~rivJrotiment. 

,;, A f:otma:I st~~eholcier group i;ail a def 
:fiµreat.icraciy. ana dr-Pwh olihmaller 
vciice.s. 



·" 
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:SJSU j HU1\1N'1.mdr-ns 

:·_ --: . . .· :··.,· ...... ·:si ...... :. ·' ... · .. ·;··.-,:· · .. . 
Willi.ant A,i:m.aJin~, Ph.D.:, SJqtJ JW1 and D.e.P~ of_ Sociology 

·· · Mike Males~ Ph.D.; 'CJCT SeniorResearcli Felfow' · 
. . bdob@r:2:017 . . . 

Sununary 

:OvettheJast 15 years, the Center on Juvenile and CrimmalJustfoe has l.ssuea a s·~ries ofiepot"ts· deta3.lmg 
the 40+ year pattein of.SmrFra11clsco ~s_racfally disCiim]11ato1y ati;esfprac1:ices against African Ari:tetipans, 
pmiicularlyf9r dnig qffep.ses:.Inthe last seven, years,. amajornew .developmenthas arisen~ JJ,()licyTefopns 
,and San F.Iaridsc6;s miµilli}otb. .declin~ in drag. attests ·havfi &airia:ticatly reduced the- impact of di-ug; 
Gffel1Se-p9licing on a]. coJirrnuiJlties; T]ie_::cop.te~t9t~PQ,~}(S: i:iic_i~l <lJspajtj.;~s~is fuf!.l ~a:ri;Fi:~ttC:iScp appears 
'tb berapidiy mov.ing awaj from arrest-oriented di:ti&enfcitceri1eirt. -With huge: decline~ill <lrug mrests over 
·the last three d.¢caae~ {even as the dfy's: :Popw~Jibn' i:Os.~ b,y J5b;000), ·°Gapped by .f! i:fum:atic, 91%. 1 
,plunfrrr~t .iA tli~ reform ~r_a ov:er thelast~-~venyear.~; ' ... •·· ' ' .•·' .. . ' 

. 19'88.-89 CPealqt~al:sf'or-.fuU:g~aP:ests): Felonie1\,:22;500; ;tnisd~m,eatl.Qrs, 6>100; total, 29,200, 
2008-09 {peak years prior to teforin):,:. Fylonies_,.14,500; misdefuea:iiotii, 41800~ 1:bti(J9;3.0Q 
.201,S~iq<(tnost.i·ecentyearsJ; Felonies; T,7QO; ;tnfacie~i:~atiors;·<iQb; tofu.I, l,800. 
.• .. ... . "•" I • . . •"'• ' "• 

Fuii:q.er t~6arch fa b:eoessary ~iffuff~~gate the :~[!tses hlici ·i~piioations 8t'thisJ;tatistl~~ !tend. For 
fuStaiiC:e; ·it :\Vdµld 'be i:eas.o:n,abfo tp 'expltir~: thb. iJ:gJe_ Qf ~!1].er~Iit foGr¢atici:r;ial :eann~bis Jeg~atioR:'m 
,California rip.poliCjng;Icy~ingJ.ii,p:jlnd tliA:t ovyrJia1f ofajl¢:tlg-a,i.rests nationally atefo:i:·~P.n,!Wis-,1 ~ilcl 
.that oaiinabis arreSts tendto'foliow the·sameracia11y clispatat~ el;ifot;C:emetitpa,tJ:ems thatb.ave:llistotlcally 
chAtact~rized the drug war~ Jiideed~}iation:~ data in,igge.\ltS tpf,!:t 4e.sp1.f.e JJsing ~annab)$ at apptozjD:latelythe 
;~ame rate as whites, Africmt.A;i:µeridl!is are $1:jll4tlnles asJikeiy~iff be arrest6d.fotit2 fu San F:ranciscpj 
~annaHs ref'op:n: \v~uld ,h~ve '.liad a lesser e:ffe.c:t bri ch:ug an:est tcitaY~ {~roc:e 111arijua~9fj:el,1.~~s: comptj.sed 

·. :fe\Ver tl{aJ;t on.e~fi.ftl:r of -~g. ,arre~:i;s :prior tq .r~f <?~): p~·play -~gi:ve_ p{}eii flT:!-·i1IlJ>ortan,t?, <l;dded: "'signal:>· fo 
law enforcerneiitto de.~priori1£?;ednig ~in~stS~. The ''previous fine$igs":belowillustrate a 1¢g!!<;;Y' ofracially 
ilispar~fu. drgg attests ill SM. Erancfaco, With apatft@lM,lY disfur:bin:P;.f'octm, pn•Afiican Ann.~rfoi,m girls and 

, . .-. 

)Ji stii:J;f, tlili{ t\:iport'bffers a d.esciipti()n arid ip;itfa.l fil.i.tilys_is pf the mge, c'lwg· ~ei;;t decJfue ru,nid ;persistynt 
racfal disparitleg in: feldnyand hris&riieal1ur dritgaiiests in San Ftan6iSco .. Jt aiso.:pmvi<le_s. sonie 
guidance on li9vtf1Jesett:ends_ nii_ght be vi~'Wed.i!J, th~ lafgef ciJrit~tfotCimg :PoJit<yi~J:q#ri :ac¢Orifuig to an 
D.itei;na(ionalhUiilan rights fratnewo.rk Qqnfe;npor;aty 4Wg p9llpy soJ~tio,n.S thaf employ an. iht~rn:ation:lil 
Jimnati :rig~!S frai:J:J.ewp:rk{l) dej:nand ... ~qll1il piotectioii:under Tue laW' m form :and. effect;{2) ~brace. 
-p~bJlp health..(¥§. »qfrrrimal justic6) ~pproaclJ.e{t9 adCltessil1gptqbl~tJ;litic f9I}rl~ · ()f ch-ug use; all:d: (3) favor. 
'~ ' ' . . ' ,_, . .,.. . .. 

!~ ' ·~ ' . ''.~... • . ' 
:.:··.·:· 

)According fo .. s{udi(!S by the A Gt U, miili]uana cirrests rep~esented 52%-0f:ai! chg arrests in 201 o, and Thi~ pa'iteni~~ems to 
~ersiSt See more here:· 11 tips) ii\"~'.:Y ;n d u;or;d~allerv7marii ua 11a~arresfa~ 11t#bers. . 
· 'https://www.achLorg/ga1lccyimaruuana~=ests:c=numbers 
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•. sJsu l Htr1\1AN ~GITTS 

legal, reguJated <lrng :tnru:kets oY~r cdminal pr6hibitio:q.. LegafiZ?:tion fust serves fo eliminate arrest. and 
iiicarceratfon ( crimiii~I ju~tice) ~ the primatyresponses to illicit drug use'. and sale. Further, 1egaliZation 
•can eliminate th~ profit tliotiye for oi-gariized criine--:clso re:d,ucmg tM yiolence necessary to reggl<'!,te 
. oiµ±cit markets. Instead,; tiew ·i-ev~'ileS)tQd opportunities emerge th_at ~AA pe lp.yeste9, i11 coll'1ll;iunJ.ties most 
negatively lln.paeted. by decades of the disproportionate, p.uri.itive, ruicLiargely ineffective ·enforcem:ent·of 
~riminal pr:ohlbitl.on: EiiJ.ally; .a :major obj~ction: to i~galizauqµ ·:__ the :p'.!Jilld.ttedly bad effect -0n young· 
.people .,..,..bas been strongly.chaµenged byCaJifomia'.s experience withn;i~1juana and other dmg reforniS 
·applied to all ages, D.ecliries of -80% in teenaged marijuana mrests ·~iiice 2010 lia:ve aceompatjed large, 
continuing efeCliT1eS. in ttim~; •grtrr 1d}lings, vioience; dr_ug qffen~es, 'l(.iolent deaths; traffic deaths, suicides, 
school dto]Jout,uri.p1anned pregnancy1 and related ptobfotris among youth. . . . . . . . 

. . .. 

.J(,ey )findings 

•• 'Di:tr.g'-l~w J;ef'ori:tJ,s, ",tfolfo'fug changes, i\t.l.d other~ tuilmo'Wn fadtots h~v~ apparently tedtic~d <kug . 
felony mrest rates drasticaUy ill San Francisco (dovm 92% fo:r African Al;nericans and 85% for 
of her :rac~s fr.om thefo2008peak:tfuough 2016). · 

•"' fu.. 209~. ?;!J.ll!Jlbet equaho .8,3% Qf San ~r~ciscq's A:fTI~aµ f..:tri.1;r1GaJi p_opulatlon was ari;~sted for 
·OlugfolOrues~ Iri:2016, tb.e liutnbetli~4 dtopjled to 0:7%: · 

. .. . . . .. 

.. &resi tafes o~y{)Uths fu Sau franc is co toi- drug i elpcies have d~~litiea: by 94%. in ·:r:ecentyears; 
ili.cluding a,decline of 98% among.African American youth. Only two. San Francisco youth-were 
a:rr~steci for marijtlmia offeill:es fa '.201(5,1 do'wn :fi·om 53. ill 20Q8. 

11 · ·san1"rancisco~'s, ~xplbs:i0u: iii cJrug.felony··ru:rests·of.}Vi:i:can, Am~c~ Ciwirig the l995~2bo8 
penod dld not occur dsewhere· m •the state; nor fot 6.tii.et-rai::ia1 ·categories irr .Sait Francisco, 
Conversely; 'the .PiWs declin.e;: bi dtll.g anests for al1 ;:aces Jl'.qrn 2oos to. io 16: wa:;i larger t1J¥n 
occurred sfatewi<le. · , · · ·· · 

il< Wlrile {!ofu~ pflhe. ciec;fue.· in. felony ·w~sti; is Ci.tr~ td' the x~cl~sificatibn .0£ :Piiuly feloµy drug 
·off~esas aj,sqein~l!llO!S~ <lµ:rjngJ:eGerit :tt:<fon:ns, rnisdemeano:i: d.:q1g. a;rrest') .also·feU by 90%irl 
San.Frai:idstofroiri.2008 to;20J5, ~186: a·:mvch lai:g'ei:'.d~¢1ine tb~ii state.wide. . 

~- R-atfa1 ·rusparities in iOI() JJ.a;ve narrowed 'ftCim the pe«ik yeat; Z:Of!8, whert.Afffoan Americans in 
. San Franc:iScci were J92 tip:i:esqno.i:e ilk~ly than noffblackSan F.ranciscans~ 'and 4:5 tllµe8 more 

likelithanA:frican.Ainericans elSewhere in C~omia, to b~:arrestedfor a: drug fefony. 

·*-· ;Even ai tpaay\_:rp.i1cil lmv:e:i: leyels, '.liowever, large l!!:Cia-1 diip_!!titfos pe~i~t :hi; ;201:6, Afr,ican; 
Ariiericalis .ill . San Frandsco. experienced felony diug arrest rares 10 fones ldgher. tliari San 
J?randsq~:µs .qf·other raees; 'nnd :1.4 'tllne~ highert.hilli AftiQi;i.ll@e1;foaiJ,s . eise:W:here fo CallfonP:a:.. 
Afiloµg yo!1lli, (11. yery SJJ1~1i ;>.8111ple),. Latinos are :µpw:twic~ a,s fil~h' .il~• Af11can. Americans, fi.ye 
times fuore likely tb.an:wJii'tes, and .;rieai:ly l Q tjines mor¢- Jlk:ely than Asians tQ be i'lrteste<l for a 
cb:q.~ feJqny; . . · ·· 

.s '.rll 2D!J7. {the peak year for youth drog,attlli;ts), San'Ftandsco's Mrlcau A..tn,erican.feinale youth 
accotwfolffrnA6% of th~ felo:D.y dw:g a;o;-ests pf f.iri..can;L~jJ:ieric.~ femafe youJhs in California,· and 
had :arre8t ra_tes SQ firries Jiigh~i: thaiJ;he.ir G()lmt~rparts.in 91her·ce:p:rities~ li12014::,2016~ ,only one 
.African Arn¢rican.femdle youth w_as ~arrestecf lii S$1 FranoiSco for a <fulg felony: . . 



. .. 
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e ·rn Men J25 or-the·cHys ''265 youth.@igf~1{):o.yarrystee!J':·wer.e·I:~tinos~ 114,werr;} .Afrl~ 
.Americans~ ind 12 'Were Asians. Jn 201(), sev~n we:re .Latinos, oi:i.e wa.s Afri9'm American, twu 
were Asl.aD.S:;.andp.on:e. were White, . . . ~ . 

Ill Raciafpattems in drug arrests still do not matci.i rac!al patterns in Ch.ug .·abµse; {)ft~e ffl6 p~ople.. 
· who died fr.oni ·abu~fug·ilUcit dntgs in,San'Fl'ancl:Sco :dtiiillg' the fi_ve~year; 20 lt-;20 is period, 5~% 
were n.()n,-Latino WJlltes~ .22% were AfriCm::A,w.ei:icaJJ.s; 10% wete Latiribs~ and 9% were A~ians; 
fu contrast 43% ·of the city5s 6~5 87 drtig felony an'ests during thls period wete A:fiicap. A1llericans 
( ofuerraces ate :U.9t cletailediby.$an Francis'co· poli9~). ,·: · · . 

. . . ~ 

Fijiu~·e i. Sari F.randsc9 drugielonyrates 11,rop 92 r .. for.Arrii:an·Anierkans, ss% for Ncm-hiacl{S fi.omi-008 fo 2016 
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:$'istqi;iciHy, ;:;·ati ·. :Fr~nc;mq/s . dr:ag: :wa~ _·. J:t~s :Be.~n ·iJag~q yigqr9~siy, · C1isprppbrtfo~aU!ly · ~ff~c.imK 
cotrtmumties of c'olOr while fa1Ung'tci :address the :cify's: setfous i1rng abuse problem. 'Begimiing:ili. 2002~ 
CJCJ is8U:ep'. '!:!' .seri~s· of t~porls showing San Fnµ:icis¢:o's a):te.§t ,t~fo 0:(.A,:fiJ,cajf :Afuencans foi''dhig 

; 'o;ffen$e.s•.f~ :exceeded thatofother.raciaT categoP.es; a"'d ofA.fricarr:Ame.ric:pIB. e1sewhet~ 'ip, O?olifonjia . 
. (CJCJ, .2002::2004, 2oci4~ ·200~:2012)'. t1smg :deta.ll~Cl -ati~$t fiiqtes,_crcr ·foi:llid staggeririgr~d~1 

, ~spat1tiesdnJo:Ci'l.lpo1i¢µtg•i;hat:fitt e:x-~ed~q the Wot,sf o::f i:b.<:>~~'fgµ~(ij~ qther. -titie.s and. :counti!'\1{;: ))uriii!?;' 
iliat time, San :F;ra;fi~isco~s African.Ailie:tican fern:ale-yo¢h were arrested for· drug offel1Bes at ~t~s 19 
times those,:.of fota'.Lfomale.ym+tn ~f ofliettaces and at 29 tih;i~s tlie ~gf~loti:y rate o;f African Amcirican 
.f~male yoUth eli;~whyi'e in CalifoJ:Ilia; Tii.e disprcJfl_or_tionate.po~fr~ip:g of Afr:i~~_.AmericaJ1 fern.ale Yotifil 
fotfuug offenses md not s·eem to b~ :driven by relevaritresearch ori 1ocaidfag abuse'; which sliow~d ·60% 
~f the thousands of ciea.fus over the .last ck;cade .from illicit: @ug civ~r4oses i:ilvolvea non-Latino whites, ,, 

·:1 
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. ovenV_Ji.eP:nfu.gly tmn:cep,trated IQ_· m~ll: ~1:1.d those ove>:r JO y'l:iars of age. . J.Zes¢~~li QJ ilu'f Americll.ll. Civil 
Libertie,s Vnio;ti ilf; Northeni California (2Q02). prodl}cecl similar findings on racial prO:fili,ng by Sin 
Francisco abthoiitles in tlrug-law ·eufo:fcement 

. . . . . . 

CJCYs findings ill 2002 Jed fo presentations to the. San Francisco ;Board or Sp.pervisors fCJCJ~ '2004; 
\J.P4ated i005: see Appendix A) irva:il Aptti2604 headug called s_pedfi.cally "ro consider why the: arresf 
. and.~carcerf!.flon.riltes foryQung .AfricaJ1-Am:erica11 W()D}enare th_e.highest of any Cagf{)IJ:rifJ.jurisdiCpo:n.,'' 
alOng with ·a collipfairit to the Citj;s Hilliia:ii_Righfa Co.inriiiss!oii (CJCJ, 20048., see Appendix A} These , 
st_ud1.es ?-nd ¢6In.pliiillts J:esul~d ;il[Je~e:rraj;.:; to::V<trious c0Jiirnitt~es1 an:d deJ?artiJlep.i;{qut_ qid not result :in . 
concrete acfi.o:n., to out lmowfodge. . 

CIGJ also sµbmitteclthe.:fu1dfilgs on thy]iigli arre.stratEl5 o:f AfucanAril.erican fi;:rnaj.e yo;iith a11cf women to; 
the Sari. Francisco CommiSsion. and Depanmep.t on the Status of W omen{2003), established llilcler U,nited 

·Nations GOVenan.ts, for theirreport ori the city~s female youth. · Yet, the Co~sf6Ji.'s A ilepoN 01t Girls 
, in San !frm~cfscv; I~iled to <!:naly:ze thi~ · crinqIJl issµe,. I:>ut wfuer s\ate(I it was s:irnply'~pipblem. «among 

,girls';itdepictedas becomirigmorercrimiiifil: · · ·· · ' 

'i· 

--- ... 
Ari. alafuiing-trend ?liiong girlS .. m San FtruiciSco d~fieli naH:onai and 1ocaLtrends"fofboys; $a:ti 
:Ftantis_90 girls, as well .as girfo, pqgiipg to. :san, frMCisco :fyom 11filg1:ibooog,coiiiwuniti.es, are 
,geffiiig_ ,arrested in J:iighernuinbers ~d, f9r n:iore Syrious crllp.es: than girls ,illx o1=h~r]Jarls of the 
State (:p. 6). · 

•T1ie- Co:mmisiion noted that; "Vilfille African Abie1ican girls make up 12.5%. of the 1047 year old. girlsili 
Sauft;m,Cisco, they accounted for {)yethalf (57J%) ofi:l_ie girls beillg atteSted br'<£itedfor law violations 
dn 2000'~ (p-. 15). It did, not e;xamine alternative expla.ilations for their being fil:resfociat:rates nearlj JO 
times· tb:at of_~fh.~r-te1;rnile.youili-iri ilie City~. fss.ue.s of discrirriitiatorypo1foirtg ?h<l peMci:es wery not rai.se<l 
as pne yi()Ulq e~pect :fi:-01J1 ;anjhvestlgato!Y l:jody '.9h~gr;:d: with erilianciug tb_e,_{ltitq?.· g_f woniel1~ CJQJ's 
,entlque of the reporfln 11 lettet to the Corilriri.~siOn.expressed dismay, · , · 

·~~~:that 'l;h~-- report statys -that .. gfr.ls- .act11E1l1Y are~ ·c9mnii-tthig ·these 9rimes 'Without 'r~ising tp.e 
alfomative possibility of a shift in.police an cf pl;ogram attention. There :ifr~'.teasons within the •• 
~p:el)t #ends to st~ggest :officifil :p91icy ~hlllJ:g~n1-ti.i.¢r than-girls! 1:;eli11vio.:i;~eyid(:5Jf(;e: i:h<1-t;"girl$1 

· · 

assaults :charged ~s misdemeanors, else'where ate chru:·ged ,as ·felonies• nt SF; the_ absblttfo1y 
unbelievabie .'ifact;' th::\t.SF gkIS ate f 0. funes:_mbre likely to· pe mtested fat iJiugs' and robbeiies. 
tl]aji ~11\·:filtl,s;the fa9t th~tJ $1 4Afi:ip?JJ.'-fqnepr:;ft::Q. g4.:Js. age·JO-J'.J ~e am.:,sted eyy1yyeaj:; et.Co l 
lmpe thatpfess and tifficfals are b.otl~ft to assume ( aS they'futve :80 fa£) th.at girls: (that fa, black 
~ls) . ar$ fac.twilly r:t.nd obvi<,>~1Y. 9.e®w1n&J:tioti:; c:;xb;tillial (CJCI, 200;2; p; :2); . 

. A,Uiipdate.d Cotniiiission (20:09) report:al$() tauedto .Jiddtes11 rac:fa1ly &s:prcipottion.a,te;.W';test i~.faes. lp. the 
(~W' iri.stanc,~;; :in_ w$ich the issue has been, "disCt1s,Sed, ~1.\thorities did notconsidi::_r alte]Jlatjye e:A'"Pla)lai:fons 
;f dr. the. :City" s. artest trehdl) 6r . engage fo. a fofu.piehensive' fuialysis o:f"po1ich1g_ poficies. ,As a. :resultJ S_@ 
F:ran~isg_o's ~ artem of sign.ifica~t racial ,4iSJ?a+itfes iii drn~1aw fJ;lforcei:nent:peJ;sis.fe4 tlu~dli~b 2Q09, 

··x ... ~: .. 

Since 26-09, .a~ nfiteci, the. 9 i% c'tecifueJn dtu:g arrests_ m.s"an Fr~ncisco (declltietfparticuiar1yJ:Jronounced 
m;uo:µg..(\fiic::AA .A.meticans· and yout1J.) ha~. consfitu:ted a major iefoIJil, in.and.of itself:. \Vbetliir the city's 
higher .fuail. a:veta,ge. decline jTI. dru.g arrests' is chie to· adl"beiate policy }iucl j:ioliciri.g pnanges .ot is ~: 

.. :• . . 
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spontaneOUS' fefi,cffotl -by laW ~nfo,rqep:ieIJi: to rt}fOtIJ:l me.as:iµ:es;, \l{oµlCl; p~ 0:iliuroio.ating tq -(fo~hnfue. Jn 
either case~ itappeais ptoa:ctive poliqy changes will be required fo c6rifr-Qnfpersistent tadai d1spantieS in 
an-e$£: - . 

Method __ _ 

Patafqr ihfu repo:rt at() talcen :frbJll_:San Francisco Police (SFPD) atl,q $1i,eriff s Deparl:j:Q(}nt(S;FSO): a:rxesf 
statistics for 1917 tJ:rrqugh 2b1. 6' as v,rell as comparable stateW,ide statistics, _published by the state Cijn;ifoa.J 
Justice Statisti¢s Center and posted on ±he Attorney .Ge:tieral's Open Justice .$ite (DOJ, 2017). SFJ?b data 
have numerou's-§!iort.co:rnlligs;. _.Alone arii_on.g Ca1if"omfa's cq\nitles; SUPP ~cfSESQ donot sepanj:te 
arrests by Hispaiifo ethnicity but fustead. :d±stribrite th.em ~among W1rrte: and Other 'racial categories, 
Further; the SppD cfassifi:es 44% ofitS feloiiy:a:rr'est~fu.2016 as µti:Sp·e_ci.fi.ed: ''other'''lif.forises (n9tvioJent; 
w-operty, d[ug; se.x~. ·ot _pubJiG. prd~ qffens~s), Tb;es(} faiJ_ings r.eµder ~~n F:ranqisco :a±rest st3,tistfos- -fw 
Whites~ Hispanics; and,Asians largely useless, attest totals for :specific offenses understated, ·and.both 
#1.comparal?fo to sti.te a:tresis.~ and also distoit state Jirtf!s~ tota1~, 1'Ji~y :ft°lso 1·~ts·~ fl:J.e pos~ibility that 
noire oftheTadal statistics released by the SFPD,, 'iri.clrulihgfor Afrfoan-Aniedc~ns, ·ai·e accurate~ 

$us, sfat!stic:S _Renn: {h,e San Fran~iscicj' :j1JYenlie ftg:Oatlbµ .PeP.¥iID:ent :($f'JPD) ,{f.011) tfl.~fos on 
cfuplicatedjuvenilb chug arrest co:unts: 1n2016:by gender,race/ethn'.foity, ;and bfferise ate used to estimate 
the co:ixect p+op·orfi.o:hs :byrace f6Ithis report. No sllililar adjushnefrts :appear possi!Jl~ f-0r adlilt arrestees. 
Rates -bf a:rre]sri;tte calclllate!f by qiyiQing~tofAls' by (ltateDep~rtment·of Financecp<?pulatlo~ for. eiJ:ch,age · 
gro)ip, g;endet~ ancl;rac~ .. , . . · · " -

·"'· 
-Ei@re.s ':for dhig mortality B)' county, tace; etbhicity, gender; :au4 age·- are'- from the :Centers for DiSease 
C9ntrol's {CDC) (2o 17) mortality files fot200Q-15; )liduQ.ed are art deaths that'in:volved residents~ of San; 

.fraIJ.c;isco. . . 
.. . . 

.An"fll:vsis ·..;.· .· .. · .. =-.. · 

.. . . : .. : . . . : ... · ... ·:·::.: . . . .·. 

Sali }ita:n_cjsco~s pollcing p~ nftig felonies. (tna11afacbtr~, '.Ba}e, ·a:£.id}a;ige-q11antj.ty: dru.g:_passessfon) ·falls-, 
-into JJitee- d.istintt periods ofillterest: th_e la,te 1980s, th~ 1990;2009 period, arrd;the: post-2009 'per:iQ(L 
the i::lty' s drug~ law ~enfotceinentdisplayed-Signilics:rrtJlucmati6ns~ Priirti:\rily IiivolVfog,Africa.n Afu'encfui 
tlrrest r~ie~, j.nc:lu.din:g sudd~n ¢rupil,:ons fa Qrtig fJ,rrestS, \:h.~t p]liµ;ac:far~~cl both. Q t~ese peri,qds . 

• ! •. ~ 
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., 
Fl.g1.fre 2. Rtitfo ofS~.)i'i'.ancisl)cifel(ln;Y :ili'ul! arreslxates'.l.ly:race cvs. teil1Jm:!f:ive demogfapiiics in c~lifor.uia, t917~io16 

~it4: . iA 

~· 

.i.O ····.o;G 0.8 
~·, . 

'1977-79 1S$i:i;.$i.f. 1985~89 19£fD-9't"' l9'9:5-99· 2000-04· 2015 

~Black · Nonbladc 
~ource;;.:i>or (2ori);bRU (~o1]); . -.- - ,· 

Tue·i977~19'.90's j)eriad. 
From 1980 to· the iml.d~ 199.0s, SmL F:rancfaco~ ~ radat pai:t~lJJ.S in eµ£9rc::e;me.nt of Cfi:ug laws roughly 
;r:e~e.tiibled :tnos;;;cstat.ewI<fo~ 'Whifo the .QI.tf:s Afiitaii Airiericarui; had ·oonsidernbly liigliel' tat.es o.£ ;hug 
felciriy a.rr~~f than A:fr!can:All1erioa~s ~lseV.l:L~t¢ in O~Iifo:riiik,- 8g· P,id t~ city'~ otht;rr t<tcial cat~gories_ 
(Figure 2} .M'qdiJilce Al:D:cati)\medcfu:IB stiitewid~, thcise in>San:F:riuic1sco were 4' to S times moreJiicely · 
tp be an;esfod tor drugf~lorifo~:p#or; to t,hewid'.~199.0s tl:iiini:he~l'prJ)porjions of th~ tqtal poptilf!.tionwow4 
:Ptedl.C:t (DOJ~; 20l7f PRU,.2ot7). Thus, while evidencing troli.blfu.grad~l dizj:iaritfos, San Fraircisco'& 
drug law enforcement arrestS pyt~c~ were mt$:6 ni.n~ of othei~ riJ.ajor 'cities :a,p:d patterns ~tateyvide, ones. 
tli~t-also:~f:fe:!cte~ to ltilJJicJ:r1esserdegree,~$anFtgn;9I§c~ 9fotht!:rf<i!?~s: ·· · · ·· · , · 

The 19~X0,-2009'1)e1fod .. . 
These:patterns bhanged suddenlyaudradiCally after flie early lQ~O~,; From the:earlyto the iate 1990s, }:he· 
.n1t.e of'S~11 F:i;ancfocan ..Afi1caP: Ametic~n ·awg ·f'do'liy arrests rnse.' by S4%: ,as :that Qf.qfuer i~ces .. ten ·~y 
12% (l7igute.2J. Ov~ih:e:next i]et;:?-Clei thi::rate q:f;' 9rugf.~lqm~wa111o;n:g, $'@:Et~iJ.cili.c_o- Afiicari..Arnfrican.S 
con:finupdt9 nse fo i:i, peakiriZ009 even as, theypluirrnieted among other races iii the d.ty: 

·i:. v 



·:15,692 Ji;siG . 

735 .643: 

. :··. l ·(: 
- ·- . . 

Sa~ Francis~o's exnlosionin'.&-ug. f:IOriyarr~sts of.African ,&n~rlcansduring'tQe19_9;7~Qo.9. ;~Jipd ~g .. 
:pofocciu: elsewiiete 1hthe ~t~te. Froiii2.6 ti.mes the state. average: fa tlie:early.)990s, SauFnincisoo;.s 
A:fric;an American dtggj'elony arresfJ:ate. abruptly ros~ t9 s:.J firtieshigher'by tbeJate 1990s and 7.Q ti,rqe& 
higher oy2009, Even as the City's .A:frica:i:f.t\n:lerjcan popLilati'Clri:deelined:precipitQllsly fro:o;t ~.~,OQO _ 
n l% of the city'$ popufation)'.'in J 99ffto 48~000 (6%) in2d10,·th~]?toportioh ofA_f:fict:m4ajericmi felony 
.drug :'.ITTe"ste~s in; -,four F:i:a.11cisco rose froJJi: ato11Jlq 45% iii tb,~: ~99Qs to 55% in the 2Q0Qs, with littl¢ 
-vanatl'on over the detadt: · · 

while the citis Aflica!lA:IDerl_can_fu'ilgJelony tofhis had risen (by aromid.5oo ill annuai an;esis) ITQ1Jl fue 
1990s. 'through 2bo9, those for Qtber measure.d racial cwegoiies . declined (by about l,sob ai:rests) (DO~.~ 
2017}. '.In fact, the c:ity1s :pgµ.c-AfricfilL Ani:e.riC;anresi(!tmts djspJaye.g ~ignificantted:uotions m drµgfefogy 
rates during the _perioci, wJµch dedmed e\ren faster than for' nonccAffican Americans state:wide. -While 
:ilpfr.Afri~att Jiln~r:foan Sw, l;<'ragcjs~ajls were twice ,as Hkely:to he JU:t~st~d a$ their statewid~ {:qU;rtt({tpaft:S.: 
in '!:he early 1Q90s; by 2009, they \Vere l.6 tin,ies.lJiore au~_sf,pt(JIJ.1?; . . 

. . .·\. ·' · .. ,,, ,._ :, .. 

'\VhelJ- the City condu.tt~a perioaic crackdown .on dru_gs1 att~st illCJ'.eases ri_¥arlyahvays focused wholly cit 
.overwi:teln:titigly on African Airieri~aris-a .Pa#ernnot£9unc1 elSewhere'::inJlie state. CJCJhas been l:mable 
to fill,cl: ail; empirical basiS f:o1: iliWshru1Ymcre~se.in ~ttests ofA:frfo8,11 Amerkans m the dty. ff ~jtJ IiW 
enforcem,e_qt 1J-\lctl,:J,oJj:t,i.~~ :o/~:t;e resp9n;_diJ:rgJ() a ·ge:p_erajiz~d c!r_µg. aqµ:).e crist~;: $es ts O;f()the;r ffj:Ce~ 1?h9:uJq 

. ,lia.ve rlseil: sb;a!J:ily ·as •well_·- paref qufatli for, whites. Jhe unlqiie.;t~X.plosfon Jn,.grr¢~ts ofS.an: Fnrr1cis c_o-

.~~~;1~~==~:;~!~J~f~!~~=~::;:~~~~~;::::;::!;s~ai:!:~l:~~d. 
. . ····-
. ·. ": ..... ::··. :,_.:·::. ::1 

''rhe2010~20-16µeriBct" , . .. . . ·. ·.·. .. . . ,.. . . . 
· Drug ·filt~sfa .fell ;s)laj:Qly for all riroes ii:l San Frajic:isco from 2010 -tiu:ough 2016 (Figure 3). frQJ:P-. their 
200$pe,ak, dru;gfeldny tates .foll 92% among African Americans ap_cLpy 84% mµ9ng,ilo11,.bfackiaces in 
the dfy:: (J)OJ_; 2Ql7} These 4eclin,e8 were rnucJi large:Ji th:1g1; 6ccµtreq. else-where ill Calli'O:niia (J90/,o for . ' - 7 



.,Mlc-an:.A:nleiick; 68_%_for ~therx!!Qes). As_ ?- te$lilt, fu¢ra1:io b!bliJ:ck~sts k S@:fraµcisco .tq those 
of blaqks statewide fe1l from over s~1 hi 2009 tq 2.4-focl. Hy 10 lK ~Rowev~r; '$,an :F'.:t~a:tlcisc(l African . 
Am.erican.s_ l$Wained. io- tlines- more 'iilcely ·than nmi-:bfac1cS ·in ,the. dty to be arrested for ditig ·reNnies ·w 
· 2.-0} 9~ d9wn frmn i9. ti:iµes in @09 b11t:stUi ci :s1llJstautlal cfuparity: · ·' 

brug Mortaffty 
. . . 

Wlio:abuses di;ugs m.Sflii iranciSco? · 'l'his is a.hlo1~ relevaut ques.tfon thari slliijly who -uses clroisll;_ givyn: 
San Francis~o's de-'empha,s_is on po'lidng l)rte:t~ d:rjlg possession_ (11qfo th_e fiiy;s: geµeraUy iow U~-ve1 .of 
misdemeanor chug arreSts, shown fu Tabfos 3 :and. 4llelow. It is also rri,ore difficult ·to :dete:hufue; 'smce. 
dmg "al:nisi;:'; jg ail expansiYe t.errii fu<i:t l:S JiOt coextensive \,\jth mere (if:ug ''use'' as memmred on seif­
teportin_g· sj:irveys, Jn_ fa.ct, surveys; wllicp)end.toJ:i.~ donilllated by]rlgli r_at~s C>tU£>e Of1:i1ilder drugs such 
as'lllfilijti.ciha, ~e :notoriously iiiaccuiate rrieastires of dmg abuse-, Which tends to in:v'ohre more tare1Y~w;ed 
add:lc:iiye and letP,?-1 ¢:i~J?;, pqJ:y:c:L.ligl' :and.d:n~g!a1cphbluse. .. . ... · r . 

Altho~gh dyln.g fi:onJ: o.vetdose or ciigardc fail-lire .clue to a\iusing illicit. drugs ds a fjni'ited measure of drtrg 
abµse; >it' is ~ ~praptiate artP.: act~~siqJ,~ iirdex• tJiat is :i.-Casqnab!y mi(J ~o+Ls~stently applied acroSs 
demograpbic,group_t; and ti¥~rtin1e;- Ofthe Iri-Ore th~:n i,00.0 San Fral1dsco'tesidents and:notrrt:Sidenjs 
'U Jb_e City-who Jilly~ died '.fr9Iii: ~\Juse !)f illf~it drugs. {a }!lfg~ X!l)ijor}fy cif fii_~e ftoin, p(lisgitjng by 
~vei·dosefm thtdive-year period from 2011 through, 2015, 51% were-non.:JJatin9 WJlites, .antI:22% 
w¢1:e ,AfiicaD. Am.erkan, 3uQ'.·-.µrote thanJW{l:-third~ we:i:~ age-45. and older fT~fe: 1)~ --, · 

Table 1-. illicit' drug-abuse death rates. er i<io;mfo .. OP'\ll#ion by;r;a:celethnicity .apd :i.g~; ioio~2!)1s (6-ye:i.r l'~tlo!11) 

Age AU taces White Latino African American A_sian Alfother. • .Ji 
<;15 ,1.9 JS OJ) 4.8 p:s i57.0 il 

' :is~24, ,4;ii: i9J 2,7 P,Q ;(:!} ;'A·J '.23• 
·25,o.34 s.'1 Q.:9 -<;i~9, ;n,.1 M .6,1& 90_ 

• 35-M 24;:4 · :~2_7 . llU 69.,4 ?;J ~~,ii 197 ,_ 
45~54 tio:3 si.1 .3L2 ~39;5 8~~ 42.6:6~ 'i16 

· s5.-64 52.0 6.s:~ 42;o '2ou .8;9. -~m~t 3~6 

.· 65+ .16.2 2-0.:0 _15. 842 :3;6 280.9. .111 

. 'tbtaJ -20.s 1:'Jll. . 12,4, 70:0 4iV 248A· ;t,,oi7 
22_7 

µhe: :cityrs, Jetha.1'.:cliu;g :abtWmg- ]opufatton diffors trom.1t~' ifrµg ~t¢.€% ,...-'· ------~-~--~ 
iio1Ju1ation.m sev13rJil.resp~Q~; -.A:fi:fo:an,/};:;rµ~rj,qan}r do hav{f the lµghest :rates · ,. " 
of.diug'<ab1;1$~ :fumtality; thoitg]J'. not among its teeµagers atid yo1ilig ~dhlts., 
!he secondJilghestnipJta;fity takis: f9¢.d.tm.io.ng non::Latino Wl:rlte.s; If chll.g· 

deatns ptedidted .dnig an-est.rates-, African Ameiican,s would.constitute 22% 
(not 42%) of the ·gitl13 ¢,-u:g .~test's~s~ill 'hlghly disp:topoi,1ioniit¢ ®. tii~Ji. 
_:pop11lation_ (6%) butaf leasfrefJect{ve P,fd11.~g a:busingcproporti_ons l:>Y-~~· 
B eiow 1s · a .mote iir c1eptli r~Yie\v of Saii Fiai:J,dsco; s TiiOst.complet~ ·an:clri<ce:rit · ~~i ~j-~ests,: <-_~; \ ' :) 
-drug arrest ciata;; distingLJishw~ dfstb;ict tre;n,d15 1u SaJ1 Frnnc~sco'~ poliping. '--"-'--'-"--'--'---"-"'---"-"--'--'-'-'-.--'-.' 

-·~· 

. •. 
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~r:_acttces. 

_YmithDrugFelOnies;2009~20l 6 

.• 

San :Fianciscq's iliug mT~t situation arriongyou:ihs -9hanged: so ID:amatic~Uy from 2()\19 to "2016 t~at few 
.·. racia1 donclusions caube drawn ri.ow :Jn 2009~ a SanFrandsc-0 AfdetpiArri.ericau ym:i.t1i was 9 times n1qre 
Jilcely; &ndanH:lsparric youth nearly 4tiines-more J.ikeiy, tQl)e_~e#edfoi'_ ~~"-----~--­
drugs ·than their iespectiye Africa~:t ;A:±rierica:p.: .. and- Hispanic counterpar:ts · s!lfi'.¥.r1i~~i~c~1~' ti~ii~ 

i~~;~~~Y~~::~;!i~~:~~~;:r:~&!; . •_ .•.• _-.1s~:1n.~c1e1.~.-~.0;~-c0,:9._i':.~ll\i;~:: dispropoi:tio!lafo felony <lrug anest rate. Eurtb.er, San.'Frandsco feprale yqutb. .. _ .. ,. .. .Jf ·c .
7

• . . : 

were 6 times more likely to be wested. for drug.felqni~s tha11 female yoµth .. ,,_ 
elsewhen~ in caJltobJJ~; male yolrth, 2.5 fuiies n;dre illcylf The dty's .Afde:a11 Aminc@fenmieY01+th 
a:ccounteci for 9yer 40% of the felony drug ~nest~ ·of:.Mic@ Am;ericfill fer:p.ale yqji~jn (aljf 01:.Ufa: . .in 
2009 and ]+ad arrestrates 50 times.'JTigher :thihitheir counterparts in other coUJJ.tfos;_ · · · ···· 

T.able z, .J uvenffe felon 
. . ' . · Male·· 

Feio~ dru - ey .. g . 
~Arrest rate ' .·. 

2099 
.·San F:i:ancisco 

California outSide SF 

.. Afncari 
Americfo ·· , White_ 

._:-:. 

. .2)3t.6. 
486.6 

~37,~' 
200;6 

:Jf 1!~;:~:h~72~!~~t·;:~~~t:,~i~; ; - ,. ·i~~> . 
2016 

. Sources: SFJPD (2017); DOJ' (2011); DRU (2017): 

'.:Hispiu:lic · ' :Asian: 
1ifheari 

Amenciui 

.D_.o, 9.0 613 · ·. ii'.tr · 
J°0:9- -·· 4:2 

. '.Table .2: co:mpat~s tb_e .,;ery Ol:t'ff{reut p~cture{or -~~ Fi~cisco 's. (arid Cifilornia's) :y~uth drug arr~~ts :in 
. 2016 with 2009 .Jnj1lst ~eY.~11 years, ~-s,~ries .. ofr~fonns_ dofyngr§l;<ling seve~aj_,&µg ofte~es fi:~inJe10.ni¢s 
· to IIJ:isdeme_an_o.r~ "a11d deyrfJiJi11alk;,i:ng '(f:o:r. ~U g.g~_s), '.tii~n,.1t1g~li~in,g {fqr tliose 2i apd older} rn~Juima, 

and a generaldeclme k youth ct.line a11Jiave coillribured to l;iiassive· di'ops :in youthful dilig arte~ts ain.qng 
both sexes ind .all races~ especially 'in Sap: F':tlll1cisco. Eve11 tlie high -i;at~· amo:ng ,Latina Jemal~s fu 
-produced. by just fo:ui aneitsJrtthe d:ty ill: 20 i6~ \Vb.Ile all other.race/se:le:·categories n0-vy show lowen;;lte§ . 

. , ofdru:g atrests_than cbriespondmg gt:-Oups statewide:- a sitiiatioiJ. vezyunlike the pre-2616 era. 

FfoaTiy; the irezy fatge drop in S.iUl Ffaudsco1s {fi:n{fCallfoti:ria's) youth:fu1 drug- arrests1 includfug_ the 
viiitial~iSaJ?pearan.ce of ding misdem,eano~s, ii.J?J?~ars to have hadnQ:P.~ ofthe cons~qpences :dtµg-w11r 

:~'. 

3 San :Frandsc~'s 2.009 juven1.Je probation report's c1eta:iledtable on duplicatedpet1tions can be.used fo 'eitiinate ilmgatrests by 
:racef dthnicity and gender for drugfelonies,'bµt noffordrug utisd~m:eanor~; wfucb.ai:etoo few to 1?.rov!Cie a nililibie'.basis.. . -

t ... , 



.• 

)_Jropoil~nJii Je~ed. Dh{g abuse~ gun k;jHngs; viOTeiice;. otlier crimes; sclcidfi7 s~hML~opoU:t; ·unpla;oned, 
pregnancy, anettelateq ills. ge:µerallfhave co!ltmuedto 'decline in th~ post'."2009 penod frirol!gb;20l.J::r6,. 
:inalcating that arresting and incarceratjngjoll;thS .· f()f druK offul).Ses is p:6tP,ecessaryJor tJiek Well" b¢ingeor 
p.4biic·saft<ty(CJCJ, 2614). . 

. ' . . .. 
. · . . " . 

.... 

J'he :picture {or adult 9n.tg af'.reS,t rate8. ~ Sap: Fr}illds(;o i~''-Oopsiderabiy 
d!ffereiil than for youths. In 2009', a ni1inbet equal to roughly 10% ¥>t San 
)!i;ancfs(!o;s .. Afflcan Amerl~an p·6pufation: JJetWee~ the ·ages .of f0.:69 4 

· · was arrested for drug felonies (DOJ, ;WJ7; PRU~ 20:17) .. Thls: was 19 
' ... ' times higher than the.rate '.of drttg. foiOny arrests for all othel; races. tom.bi:iied 

ju :J;b:e tify~, In· ::iddifon; ·S;in :Fr:ane<is90 African Am,eriCans e:(Cpe1ienced 
felOny drug aiiest rates nearly 8 times hlghe! than Afrlcfill Amerlcians in 

> >:. ,., qther aj:~ of Cafil6rtria (Figure 2) .. tb:e~e irenrur ·wvre ils() Jolilld ID. 
,mls4~Rie?no~ (lo)y-qua1itily pqssession) .o:ff.eils~s, m:td }LU drng p:ffenses; -~ 
aithougliio vaiyii;i.g degrees. ·· 

Jn ioi.6, San Franois~o African . .k.e:tfoans expei:iencedf'elo:riy drug' -!U'ri::sffat~s lO'Jimes bigh¢r tlli'i,,11 
· IJ.Onl:Jlac~ifiih~ cit)'j '!ind,;lA ti~ tliose. bf /lf[iqa.11.Arne.ricans ·e1Sewhere i:Q:~altfortila,.Wi±h2.1% bf:th~ 

state's .Africiin American adultpopt!lation~ San Francisco arrests 4,93 of Califortria's African American 
adult dnlgfclowf- dfopropo1tforrate~ bti,tiriuch Jess~so than the 1;;L6% tegjstf:}teQ. in 2009. NonbJac1cS fu. the 
Ciiyb,ave d.iug arJ;~St J:afes:·C.011}.J?:arabl~ to J.iqnb!at~~futlie J~t pfthe ~tate> , . 

J;D,.q~mti:a;sftcrits:higli tat~ pff~tPliY ({iugpqlichig,-albeitw1th:1~ge tacia\ discrepW:i:Qies:-..S'ap._J:ni11@s~p; 
~er~lly de-',~mpha~iZ:~~ ,W!~§ts for !4ug '.;misdemea119r.'l (lovr-qi:ginfity p,b§qe~sion); Jn addition, l<i-W. 
ohaiiges :4nce 2oio ~have, demoted. seveiaL drug feionies fo '!IriSdetnfanqrs. Dllig felqcles· ¢tid 

.misden1.e:an;ors ocqasio11, art¢.sts fn;.yhwaliy e.quafnu:9)hers elsewliere: iri California; bµt San Erancfuco law 
enforcement charges tbree times more drug.arrestees 'Wit!+ felonies tb,an; With misdemeanors. - .. , 

In :2016j '.th~ ~ii:y;~:x~t~ ()f' ~eyts fen; s~pie ;po$s~sfon was Q:6cYo· ::b~!Ow t:he ;~fate :a:vei:age_f'o:r. 
juveniles {Table 3} However, though arresfrates have fallen str.bsfutltlally, l:he citj' s .A:frican A.Iuericll'n 

_yri:a:th. ate ·atresfocffor posse~sfon atle:Y~fo $Ilriilat to those of:.Ai];ipan.Nnei:ican youth :In other ~ouutlesi 
'IJie drug arrest :r~fe ~or $.WJ,fffi!1Qis~Qjµyeuile fewa,les Q'e:cJID,.e<l pa,rij~ularly $.harpJy,;though it.~hottld b~ 
iloted that the City'~· fates and trends' ate ba.Sed bil 'Very sm~LU' n'uinbei:s. . . . 

'. 

\ ,, 

-4 fhiS. do~ il_6f.11'l.~ari 10% ·of ~lie city's )\.fri,cap,Arneritan:i:>opulatfou was ariesfeCl tliat·y~t some individuafa -w:ere)u:reSted 
iliore thali !'>Jite, rpid sgn:ie wer~ !lot ,S¢;Eiai:!ciscore§1qe1;1ts, ~offS:etbY San):'.r'aQci~carls .arrested. hr 6t1:terjwJ.sdictlm:1s: . . 

10 



. fr 

. . . . . ' . . s JSO l I-IUJVrPJ\H{~GI~TS 

Table 3. SF }'olith misdemeanor drug iirresfrate, tier l00,000 Ji!)1mlation al!e 10-i7, by race, sex; v. Caiiforni~, .2009 

· Miscfumeanor Drug Arrest ni:te Total Afrlcan~~~·encari: Ali other ±aees Male ' Female 
2009 
~an fra,:n.c]?co {30.0 5~7.fJ" 875 • 2i_9:5 ·· 37-2 
Califmrua outside SF . 31(~.'l . ' ·.· sz1,~... 376} f 640.4 H~·? 

· 'R.a.ti~':·s!lrilidiicis~& ab:esl:rlte_Ns.re~ttif'ck ·-;:o.33S.\ · ···· · ·. :i\0;99~:- .,_··.··· · id.23 • 'in4V •. ··: < 036 

1~~;] 
;11n' · in.s 11?.o . 662 

f:'''o:!f2i· ·,. • __ , 0;37,.. ·· o~{o · . _· ;;'ojf 

-.~4;5 .i2.~ 

·2016 
San~ranci~o · . . )£~ . 
:<;:.aliforilla oi+t#de SE · .123.3 . 

. ~}t;ti_o,: srih'i:11:~·r1c1~g6 ~ir~~ti!lte:vs. ~istiOicK· :'. o.}4 - ,, 
. ~ources: DOI (2017);.DRU (2pJ?); . 

DrogArres't tre~Js by_I?ace nizd Drug, Type· 

B.etweep,19.8Q alid2009, the dispatity betweeii ;~fanfrancisco Afiic~n.Americanattests and all pthetraces 
'ii+ the c;:ity fot all typeS of'@lg Offynses 'in~llSPcl :Sharpl)r'(T~bl~ 4.)~ This: dispaji1:y Wide:n;ea' the mqsf 
· dr<Ulla:ttcally fr6,ID ;1995· fo,20D9~. wifu genetal.declilles m dnig:;n~Tu.ted ~rrests of ofher-fiees~ zj;id iuc,;reaS:~s· 
ju dmg"related • a.trests_·.9f .Afric~tLAinel:i6~n;;, ·· fq~ ili.e'. lwg~S.t ~4 m,cfat radaHy disparate'cfrug .'arrest 
category, narc:otic feforiies~ AfiicanAiliericans were 6:4 lunes'tnore lik~bLtluiuhon·C.11.fncan Ameriqans_fo • 
J:>~ arrest6ciin 19SC\ 10,:} tilnes.~o:relikeiy:in i99\andastag~erifi~27,5tlm~'m&ie_:ilitely in}Q09, 

'I:iihfo~4.Ratio; San'Fi'anCiscoAfnc~n Ainericall: di;qg arresfi'ate v •. all othefi:aces dfug arrest rate, 1980~2015 

Type 6f·drugoffense~: 
Jll 4Lug arrests 
. A.il '®J~~f~Jr.ifq<rs, ; 
· •: Narcotics 

;t98D:. 
. 45, 
··. 5.'f 

······•6.4 
M-iiriJµari(i; .· • • 5.3 

1995 
7;6 

10,3 
...•• -~3;8, .• .. 

2009. ,'2015 
.Hi:.9 i•l;6 
':£c)'.~· ; ; ~:.J2fo'Y ' 
27/i 
9;6. 

:falf 
·:zu 

':t:~~[i-J;~1~t'i~fi·; f~; ' \ i:~. ;•·'}'• ;_f~~i·:; ;;i·f/i:11i~!/li "' :',~;;'J:~J~;-'/ 
Marij_irnna. 3:3 $:1,,. · .j/f.·· .,, -ii.Ii 
Dan erous!othefdru s 2:8 KS. · . · · U.7 .17.4 \ 

So~s:.J::JOJ. (2017); :PRIJ (20].7). 

·~ _ _:_ .... ·. 

ciknge ii'). j'atlo . 
1980~2009: . .. 2009..:2015 

:4·276% . :+~~~~c-
··+3_3a%· 
; +'8:to/rr: 

; I '~3.5%: 

"~~% 
+1:2Q% 

·.;·. . .. .::2% ..... •·.· . =±36% 
:(::· ;:;;,;;_:·:,·o.f.27J%:;•:';;::.:•,; ··:·:~,:f,~o/) 

+194%' 
·+·3.18% 

~20%: 
+49.% 

iii,,£0.09, bJriqa.11-, ~~1icalJ.s acco1JJJ,ted_ foi:.jµst ~% ,?I~®-.E!:~ugi~cg's poI.Jl!ii.tf:q~;,;~Jit 63%__ of :1i~l"c9~i9S 
felony an:estS:. T-!i~ African AmeriCwa. a;itest volume for-n~cotics .. {3~169): then was eqlliva:lent to, 1 in 12 
bf the GitY's A:fi:i¢an A:tnetic~ p9pnlation age· io and 91d.et (3.~AOO). btker d:nig .:offe:ilB¢s, boti:r.f.efo;ny 
.and lllisdemeano:r1 cliowe4. simiJ~ ,if kss e~eme dispfiriti(!S :mg f.renqs, but in 'no <:a,se did th,e· bJack~V-:­
-other tapes drq:g a:ttesrrate .disparity fcill below 55 0% by 20 09.. 

. -~: 

. Over Jhe nett SIX .Years (20l5 is the most recent ·year for detailed .sta,tistics), the. rat6 of drug. arreSt~ fell 
sharply (by •85% OTIDOTe) for all. races .. Th~ dlsptopoffio:Ilafo)J.mg arrest Hl~eJor AfTICfili. AJnerfoaus ;fe]i 
.frmrf l~.9 to.' 1i'L6 for: }J.lf drugs, and :froµ{ 27.S to DA Jgr_ ·n~c9Jics, 1:11,fl 4ecrei:tse ill bla,Ck . 
djsproportionaiity w~ due to the larger redticficill: :in. black than honblack dnig ·felony arrests~ <lrog 
misdemeanors decfuied mote for non~blaokraces. Th~ tesuit was. ihtit the dlsp:fbp6rtloJ?.ate ieveJ of bJack 
d:t:ug arrests.:J:()se substantially for, mist1eweimots qver,tl:i.e 20Q9,..2QJ,? P~WiQcL . 

Tl 
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. Di:Scussion: JJrug PolicyReform:in San:Frttnciscci 

Defeiing ·dJ.idApplyi1igaii intetndtiondlBumanRightsFramewar.k 

The Global C~mnrission .on ,Dnig Policf fon:ne.¢.ffi 1() i l in au a;tl;empt fp J?fovolf;:e seienti:fi.q0 • e:\lidence 
based Teform to the glo-bal drug war. Their first rep01t (20111 pg. 2) begins with the admission: "The 
glop al war oh C\rugs fras failed, w:it4 d¢va$gtmg coriseqtteti..c~s' for inclividuµ.ls :llld. s9<;:ieties F+:r_ciiuid, the 
World. F{fty years after the initfatloii cifthe u:N:SjngleConvention brtNarco:ticDrugs, andAO years after: 
President Nixon l~unched t4e U.S. gb'l'eniniem's war oh driigs, :fundamental tefin:il;l$ 34 .tiational and 
global drng; COJitro.Lpolicies .are µrgently lie~qeq." rg.i;: Co:mmlssion!s ,missfo;n)s.t9' rns.~a!ch@dJlI()pOse 
such .. funda:¢enta:itef6~) argtillig that "ifriig policies mustoe. based. Qll hull:i<tn.righ'fs and p4bii6 health 
'prmciples" .(Gl()bal Com;missfon. i>11 prug Poll,cy1 201J, pg, ·s)~ )tis worth taking a momeµ.t here to 
examfue how htfuiau tights p1fac1ples n:rlght gillde. d()me!;tic pc:ilicy~. · 

!}e)lera!ly :sxieaIJng, Mepiationa1 fa1m.1in rightS, aJ.i~ly f.o p'.s .. p91icy and g0vema.nce iii t\vo ways:; 

\1) :L~gaU,y: ·Th,9ugii '(>iJi(!JlJ.g. mtetn~it9JJa.t it;¢~#"' Uw, .b.a.:s~d 9:h. '(LS., :t®ficatfon: .-0£' Xinri=ran iig'lits 
.. ,instrµn+ent~; ?en~ c;tcit9111afr Jaw, Jn1s¢. gg_ eQll.e.ctiye, lottg,.staniling r.e,specf fbr .cdtai:ri 
. ' . nwdamentafhtifn.allnghts. . t 

c2) Ethlca:liy; .4s· a' s·et o:f mternat10natstanciatcis .d.e:fifu:id:.by:hliman riglits itmlrilll1ents·a.nd.:iiecia:i:a:ifons, 
inform~4 :by i:Jie· eycpe:tience; research; atid ::recq:funie4.datfons bf human .tights. sthplar~, 
:NGOs, futematlonal1egal ex_perts,: andU.N; oye:q;ight bodies work:ipgto implementJiuman 
Jjghts1Jrnc:tlces mth~ tr.s, . . .. . . .. . ~. 

'F'oUowmg'Wriri~war.tr; tb:e U.S. played ·ii.1eaclliigroie k:the deveiopriient,.o.f the JJnited Niitlons Chm;tet 
and· the D,mver~l Decl~r~tio.11 of:IlWJ'.l~ I#gllts i:tffii.tRJ. )3y the. :en:d,oftlie 2Qth tentµiy th¢ 1j:s~ hat\ 
Ji~lped. fo .author the Inteinational .'Criminal Goµit I!GCJ,. and ~,ignec1 :every major. intepiationaT lJ.:uman 
ngh~ mstnulJ.e)ht II9W.eYE),t, 1:'.o. 4at~_; th~ 11-S~ lia~r orily ratifieif the Coiiventid11 fi'gamst 'I'ortute. ICAl'Ji 
the Internafii:mal· Convention, on, tlie :Eliµri.ti~ij~xl), of .Nf '}?orm.!l ofR~ci'il Discrin,ijli'qtid11 II~IWJ, :andtlJ,b 
.ti1terri.8,iibi/i! Go\i¢rpfut·dn CiviLanc{ Poli~¢a1 Rfghts [ICCPRl . .. . . 

Despite:the 1egal ambigUities that ;reS)Jlt frorp, tJ.$.~ xe~~atio:p,s :in the :nitifi~on. o(:intemational]Jninan 
tights ffishWp.enfs/.htii:riah ;tightS dispourse:iS far from itrelevantwhenit comes to i:ot.dgri and domestic 
µ.s. :policy. For· ex:ampk; ,l'E)Qent U,$, Supreme Qqtpt. dedsio:p,S. t~fereµC¢cl mtei:natfonil ,hUill,au iights: 
laws. and. pmctices fo rule that people W}icl co1Ill:rii}' 'CJ.-irrt~S a§; IDlD,OfB ~hould p:ot be. sµbject fo ,fhe deafu 

5 It slio~na 1Je .D,dted, ~aftli.e Cbimillssicinh 1)Y.M .fi:iefui~;~ r~aic!f1 otganizatl~iL ir~i cofil.Rbse~ offo~erlieaiih ofstat~;.%iiiter 
II.N. Secretai)'' Gei:leral Kb.Ii Annaii, for:Piet Chait pf the US. Eederjil Resetv¢ ':i?.aikVolckei; eliti;:s from tlie. international 
b~ili~ eommmtltY~ as well as ~e3earch~r~; rlipl6~~h, :~~[ pciiity. ~~e$~ . F]p.({~~ie c:\it ;the . CommiSs1~n b~re; 
liltps:Uwe\\~':dobruc.briimis~tonondrugs::orgfa:bout-usmissfon~ami~ii!siorv/. · •. · . . . · . ' . . .. 
6 Bimui.1t righisdiisuill;neii~ eriteifofo fo.n;ep11s Jega.lly·bil\.iiing treaties .aithe point ·ofrattfiJ::atfon. · Upon tatiffoation, }tate 
fartiesJ.rinst"iespe~t;jifot~ci,' aii4:f'iilfill'' their cil:Jlliati~ns ~c9_(Jr(ling'fothe instrument . . . . . · 
· ·. ''Reservations'; :i;(;).i'ei tci tile legalex.ceptions andispe:<;i,ficatlails .tbaj' st* plll!i~ may 1>1lhm~ as conditions ofta,lliicalio:n. The 
:most ¢oinmon· arul n6tcirious :reserya~cn1 appli~ii by !Jie'V,S. is ~at the 1tlsfp1,;i:1:i,ent i~ "il()t se.lf~e));e~ufing?',--;mean:mg tl~lit U~e 
inSinlment:would. onltapply.as detepnineci by U.S. ~omt~.· ~11d C(?:rtgress, · .. Ll 

.. 
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penalfy piJife vvifliou.t the possib1Hfy ofparole. This ;revelifa howintem11tibhal Jnunf1n right~.·~wr:rns a,J1d 
practices can mforiri the hiterpretafi()n of d.omestic iaws anct'tegulations~ $.iu:l caii ptovMe a common: 
.reference p:oint to ev~luate !l:ll9. inform. Jo¢a1 practice& 

:Jiuman. right$ .offef a pqWerfhl; i;m1.yets.a1 ft@leworkl that. priJvi4~s a sfonq~rd-for ·gover1ll1;l.ent agei:ides 
;fm.4 il~thoJiti,~s to ,eye,lgate "eXlsti,llg);nys @cl p0Ji9ies e,nq tq (ieyelop prograil}s thAt: adycrns.e ~d 
:strengt]ien hUiuan rightS 'in focaL c0lliP1.uill1i~ aj:id fust1tlit1ons. Mfui:Y strategies for· Dnpl~meiiting. li\lilian 
rights pr;i.ct1ces in fhe U. E(:are liased oil th,e~ ratlfic~i:tiqp: al'ld recogµitl9n ofJ1umamjghtS in:sh1unents '.flS tlll~ 
·benchmaiJcfo:rloql goveIJ:lri:ieht poliey @cf:r,f.?cti9es. -

•. Non-:biscrimlnation ancfEgual Protection.Under the Law 
" . . . -

' ,A~· P-.oted at fue b_eg-inillng Jif tlil~· s~dion, the Gi6J?al {;oromf;J>:{q~ 't>~ J)rhg. P~lict has ·~ll;ic~' '26U, 
. ·~dmca:t~ for tlie appliGation of a hum~ n#fa fya:n;iewotjrd9 guidepo:li.cy aj,ternatly~~ to :tJie-~p111Uiwit 
global pollcy mod$l of aggressive; pq~ciye ciimiTlalprohibiti6Ji :A funCiawe:J'.J.tal P.tiudple o.f ·a.11 liuiriari -
rights ihstrJ1¢eti,~ is .tb.11t of '~non.ccJ.1sbriminatiqlf' 'thafl1Jld~rgj:tM tb:~ Aotio11 of huma.IL utriy~r;;ctlity iiii.ci • 
centrally de:f:ines eivil arid political huinah. (ICCPR. AinCles . 14 ,and 26) and· Cbnstit:µ.tlon~l {14t11 

km.eridment) ti~w to equiifprotec::ti0111:1b,der the law; 
. . . . 

This report f,llld its predecessors .(CJCJ,: 2odz, '2004~. 2004~ 260~,- 2012) havb sb far illllb-irat~d fue 
persistence cif, rati.ally l:;fisp~'"atf'; (;lrog fil:resf p£ltterJ:is fu .$au ]',r.aIJ,ciscq, parti,c:ulatiy ~ti,c\lte :fo:i; A:frfoq:n 
Atn~ric,pn com11}WJiti~s" · TIS'. agertcfos. ~d caurts Jiave' ~.~1.f:irrJ.:i:iosed l.imitati ans as''tq w h~t 9i:n1sfitqtes 
"raci.sm"-ot "r11cialdisc:dmpi11tioJ+;1' roc]i tlia:t;iti$ difficu.lti:fnBt iJ;ripossible to .. addtess ·radai :inequality in 
:the co!l~mpoti;rtye:rfttJAA11glJ: Con,stim#bnal.pa~e 1aw. j\s Afexa:11d~t(201.0; P~ ll?)s~ar:ize~, , . 

·?, • • _,;. : •• • · .. ,._ ", ·T'. ,• • ..... • 

futhe yeai-S foUowi~g .it{gCl~skey [ii.: Ket1ipJ; lowet coi#ts cpns1~i:ent1y rejected c1aifo$ Bf 
tdrie disqrfuifu:alfon fu.ihe ·crtmirnil jpsti_ce system, Jinding· that gi:oss ra:cia:i disparities do .•.• 

; ~:&i~We:!2j;=~e"L 1:e~~~;(~ci~~;~~~~,6£ e,xP.licit ~ce ;scrirnina,txau:it~ .. ····· 

, Generally spea1dfig, :Charges .ofracial disctlminatlon tihect~ :~t,~nb'.li¢ J,L1ithonties :fu thb 'uiiited:states 
•t.equj:re s6:p;W proof of .c,~:rJ:lscj.guspici~ .llPimµs:. ,,C.as.e• 11,i;>t9ry ('lllggesfs tb_aH:l:Ji~ is pai:tictjla.i:Jy tnie for: llJ1Y 
atteti;tpt to address raCial disparities .in policilig .or sentencing~ Jfoweyer, no ~ch burden of ,proof is 
j:equfr:ed toJegiBw~#~ diirtis pf t1ici~l.discntQfoatio1)!WJ.dei" fo~_]lllp'.laJi nghts instmiu.elif~ bi<::.tirpotated. 
into mtettJ.ati9:lJ.al lmy; . . . • . . . . ... . . 

.. ~ 

:T.he Unjted Stat~$ s{m~d. (1965) .· andr:atifi~{f(l.~94) ili~,fute~at_io110l Qm1ve;ritiorr011 ~e E_ilJiin?.J:i:op.·gf 
. Racial DiSciJmina,ti<}Il (ICERD) and. hlis Jiqf evicleWced the best coii:ipliance rec.Ord. :mnce: . Thisj:ri part 
.sesrilts from the: Qlfference;s in :b;ow "[at;ial ~scl)minatiopf' jfi ·defi.i1~d ®der $ite.fnafion~ ittid. federal 
(IJ. s:) Jaw and' iii fu~ apparentproplenis ·•IA gettfu.g, JJ:i.e U~S~g9yePllllent tq ~'prot¢qt, ·r~spect an.dlii.lfiil..', its 
legal hbligatiqns accbrdiiig t01il111lan rig1rtsJn~'t'rµments. -:Policy r~seatd1e:rs Felmer mid Mauer (1998,p. 
22) p 91rite4 :out th~.s ~· le&l'tl di:ff erences tWe~fy Yearn ago:· . , ·. 

·' ./· ::··· 

ICERn w1seiy <loe; :noL1mpos.e-tlJ:~, requireme~t of disbri~Jinatoty ID.tent for aJbidfug :of 
discriininatimi~ rf:teqil±tes state~' parties t9 d:irrrinate lal'i~s or practices which may bfl tl!Ge-
11eutral OU their face but Which haye "tb:e purpose Of ~ffect'' OfJ'estricting rights, on the 
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'br;isis. ofraoe:.,Regardles~ theref9r~,, ofwb,ether:ili,eywere · ~cted with :rat:fait:µTirrnis ., .. they 
un:q.~ari1y and: unjustifiably creat~ signifl,cant :racial pisparities ill the m1f,t51!Jrn~:nJ of: ·.;pi 
impoitantright · .- - -

The conceptualizatio!L of tacia1 .d:fscriniihatioir and tJ+e. legi'!J measures ofnotI-diserim1nation a:n:<l. equal 
prot~c;lfon i:lncfor the .law arliculat~cl By tM tCBR08 demonstrate th~~pmqtre tharacter'.istic of a1mman 
±ig1its. framework here: _that discill:niUa±ron is to be m~as~d by disparate putc9mes fl.llcl impact ratb,er 
than ]?toven intent Further; tbe city dtsanFrandsco has pfoactiveiy adopted the practical, tesults~based 
:inf:ematipn.~1 g~#nition and has esfapJi~hed ifa own Jrupjatr Rights Co;rrll:nissi~Yn, to qefend h-uman tights 
Withbi city llin:its. - - --

A_ h~ ng}its frat11ewotk wou1d _ derna114 Jlrat _citi~ Ilk~ ~a:t.i FranCisc;o pey _paj;icl;llar atiep.tion -to 
ad:dtessiitg tlie-persistenpe of racial diSpatitles as .&qg policy iilte:riiatives 'arict their linplicatipns emerge, 
As we_ see :from tbfa report; the cify failed to ttddress its higll1y-dfscriniinatorytecotd 0-fr::J:ctalized policmg 
_prior fo · 201 O, and though drug ari:ests have bee1u:e'duced C!rawatic;:allym San FraJ1ci-sco apros_g tlie board,, 
-· Afriqan Ariierlcaru ·stilt.fbici therii&elves sysrematlcaily :targeted for dii:rg il-riestS ._ at;a: ilisp:rnpcirtioriatii ]:"ate 
of ~ppr92Clniately 19 to 1. - ,;. 

-·· 

Shift fi-om criminal Justice loPri151fo Healfh _ ' 

· One overa,ttbl:ng thetri.e m the ;fo_feriiatlo:nal glob:ai drug policy.refoJIU_ mov~Uienthas been to-define an(l: 
:a<ldres:Sprqblematic forn'!:s ofclmg1!£s~{a4(ifc#oll; o:v~rdo~e de!l-th1 ete'.) tbrougl;it4ePPS1J1ofpul:Jiichealth 
father than crin1irial justice. The fu_teinatiorial Iiu:man rights ·corillnllirity- .has been relatively consiste1it on 
thl$ _1ssu~Jor 'ove.r 20 yea,rs, poiUting to th~ -systematic v1biation of drug-users\ :fundi:u!lentai.iiu:m@ rights , , 
:to life{ICCPRA1iicle 6), equalpro'tectionunder the faw (ICCPR.Articfes 14 anti 26),-prot~ction ti,gamst 
m-bittaty .;il:re8t~ -detentioDi or etlk(idCPR Atti'qlf) 9), heciith (ICES CR i2c); @d humane 'freaJ:flient when 
deprived. oflib~dy (ICCI>R Aftjcl~ 1 O} und~;r l:ltsgres&ive q:jn:iiMl pi;ohibltion. As p9iµteci oufby form:er 
Fl:lg1iCoilllciss1oner for Humfill RlghtS, Navi Pillay (2009), "fudlvid:uaiswho use drugs dci not forfeittheili 
AUrn~f\::ri,gJ;1J$/~ /\ J;mmrui tights: fr\JP:leyfork tyr:;_owz~ thy: fendeneyf01; J:lie criirlln;al.iz~o:i1 {)f drug users 
tore5Ultfu the deroga;tjorr of their-human:and:Co11stiJiltiqn1!,~rifi4ts', · 

.- ,--

:f:riter:n:atiql).aJ_ hunifili p_ghts ·fra;mewm;ks ~lso: tend :iit h~ :gi·oun4ea m- research;. en_cob,J;a~g 'the 
develqpllierit 6f· effeetfve-, sbhrti6:tIB based dn dei:nonstrai-ed:hestrptactices tallier 'tlian. politicat ln.tetest 'cit 

t?:XPedieMy. 'The BlObal Conuri:iS,sfon on Uiiig Policy QOH.;. JL 6) ilhistr!ltes th:i~ tendency _fu-thek 
de:fuilti9n.of<ll:i,!g ad4it4911as-ll:sodi~lpi~ol:ilei;n.; - - ·- --

In, ~~a:J'ify ,- @.tg de_pendenQe ls a c.Qjnp1¢x' llealth ¢otiditfon that h~I) ~ 'tni.iotµte :i:{f O:~P.~es:____cs9ciiti,­
psychological and.' J>hysicaJ (fududllg; f9;r ex<llJ1ple; 1 hai:~h liymg conQitioiw, '(:i;r ·a history -of 
p_~rsona1 ·framifa.: ,oi; eil;i..O:tiC>:P:al pt6blei:ns),. T:tying to feanag~ :t:1il,s ·¢941piex condition. tlrrough_ 
.rn:1nj_sfu:uenJ is .ineff~ii.v~mucJ.i- great~;r ~¢c~sil :~an:be ~cJ:rieyed l)y~prqyiciing .. a ·range .of 
eviden:celba:sed d.JJlg treatiiient ser'ViCes. Counffles _ thatJlaveJreated citizens. dependent on drugs -1 
as p~:ti~nfa in need-of tr:e~1ent, iriste~d ri{ criminals d~setv~g pµrils1:rmen,t, h~ve d,emonstrated 

"' extremely positive.:tesi.:iits fu_ crini-e .rednc1ion, health jmp;ro:Vemen~ and. overco~g de_l?~udence. 
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CPuntries fhat)ave rec;entl y embra_ced a pub.Uc: hea}th apptoa~'.h melude Fort:ugaL \)· .. )rt 2DO' l as. ,the U'..S. 
hardened {i;S dri1g war stance at howe in,cori]unclfon'i'?ith tlie buililfug ofa riew police. and sUfyeillance 
:state post-9111, Port11ga1 \vent nfilieopposite direction~ decrunin.alizing neatly alJJortnS of mug use .and 
,geyoti,ng.rn~oµrges. to 01.J.trycto;!i:~d. treafuient for· c:l1llg use.rs. As· a ;r~$ult .'(Krj§tq~ 2917): · · 

@ Oyerdose death in~Portllgal"lank 8.5% since drug.poJ1cy reform, and now has the.1ow'est' rate fo 
'We:frem ]:urop~ a.nc1 aQo:utone@emth tllB.t ofiJie;lJ;S,, wheJ;e oyergqse cieath fo1s peen on,·tlie 
;nse 1n part due to t1ieJ>ersistentopioi<l epidemic, . . .. . . .... . .· .·. . . . . · 

· c. . .The Portuguese/ Health M@stry esfunafi;is regular heroin users •at 2s~oM, do~vn 75% since 
imJ.Jlementing drug pc5licy refonn' · · 

Q PoJi1lgµ¢se h~:r~cil1~tii:>~ p~~~~s ( ~uch as rteedle ex£hange$) heipecUo bring· ifkgrelated BlV , 
cases down 90% s"-'!ce thei:i: height Jn 1999 when Poitirga1 had the highest rnte of drug related .. 
-inf~~t}O;p. in EUtciI?~~- .. ~ . ·= __ . . . ._ _ _ _ _ :· _ ... 

e Pprffiga1 illusi:ratt::s th.e cq,st e~-ficit:licy of b:eatrn¢nt over focatceratlan for :\li}lg1ise, Portugal's 
ikuW:PJ:Ograrns CO~f Rppro:xiin~tely · $10 per cifu:en annUaJlY; while the U,S; has speut OVer ·$J 

· .. trillion (about $10kpet 5megcanP.01.u{eholc1)oli·crinrinalprohibi1:iorL 
. . . . - . - . . -· 

·Even th~~gh ili~· ~dvantages of p~blic b,erutli, apprQathes {ire ilftcqntroversial ,k the res~~ch ~~iilplunity, 
criminal~prohihltion persiSfa Jn. Nace$ ljlce the:U;K :and.:the:·PJiilippili,es where: 'tol]'gb: ·on dwgs!crime~· 
discotirst::s: co:nfui,pffto d9nijnate politics; . iegal· ex:perts b,ayt:: ;e(Cplicitly wgµed·fOT: CaHfoniialo:''pave the· 

; . way foipiogressive'U:S: dnlgreforri:l~ (Whitela\V, 201:1,:w 83)'an:d adop.tthe. Portriguese model In.cities " 
)ike San Frhncisc9.; ,slii;(ts jg poJjqiug, ·drug polity reform. (1Iloluding tb,e Jc::gaJiz;a,tfo11·o:f capnahis)~ and. a ~' . 
. :dedicatiori to interiiationai .J:iuiniill. .fights sfandardS pr~seritopporfunitieS. fo realize a shift from failed 
.crim1tia.Fprohibitfon tir Jll.cit1! -effectjv~ ~p.c:f .co~t ;;;fficient .for.bill: bf :dt~ig·treati:nei:J,.t; Jia..rin :teductfon~ 11nd 
coDJ.llltml:ty lnvestrµen~ 'Jo adcgess probJematiq forms, bf drug µ~e~ W@y. Q.ecrirµinalization 1S an 
obligatory :fustsfejhin ®ch a. transition; 16gai, regulated ciwg rµa:rlf'ehvpfoVi<le adcliti:OiiaLresoilices for 
public health and drug war a,liew<lti:ves furough .savings ill l5LW en£otc;ement ¢0$ :atJ,d mcreased pµb1ic 
revenl).es ftqn1Jicensing ~ndregulated sales (Gfobal C9mnrlssion pn]).pJg J>olfoy, 2916). -

· .. ·,.:·. 
Legalization and Sustainable Development.· 

One of tl:ie most usefulfe:atut~. of a lrumaniigh~ framework as it appiies to drug pdlicy iefofbi,ji~ ,an 
empha,sis o:il_ p!()r1c,rc;1ng (l~sli,~d-outi;:omesc-'-"less trime, betterhe~l1:l:i, a:nd-mC)n} ecc):qQD}i() an.cl. social­
dev.efop:tnent'Lrather .. than ~xdusively fod:iSmg~on pJ...ocess ~oi pfoeedtiraljristice.ili determining whether 
or not aptiopKare takel;l aqcordfogto "th~ law (GJobal, Qo:rtrrilfaston o:ti, I)11fg.:J;>9J,ioy• 2011; ·pg~ 5). In.thiS' .. 
?ense, '(:he. inteUJ..~fiomil human ·righfa community and: the Glbbal ·Commis sioit, on Drug J?oficysee h~nefits 
to ie ~lizati.ou beyond ·fu.~ potential pivot ffdih criniliial justice to public health solu,tibJis:, or the pdte11tial 
·to. undercµ.t orgauiz;ed crllnin.ll.l ~ctivjty·in::tliedllicit;ma:rket., Indeed, ·t;tri:l?mg dw.g relatedViolence .. aJi(I 
:eorrapfion is• ektraordii:ra:rily important for Tealiiing :human rights practice·: and a sense Of justic~. for 
,COil11lltntlrles most deeply a'ffectect PY iliefaiie4 cirLJg' war,. The: illlcit drug Ji:ad.e ;sfilr tepres en.fa theJaJ:gest 
·glo ba:L. sol).rce .of r~\7.eµue fo:r · orga)llzecl crifue (Glob~l Qortj)ni~ssiou, tili Pwg P:o lic;y, 2016~ ·McFarland 
'Sanchez-Moreno; 2015). Biit1e'ga.lizatlon:preselits anopp'ortunity to dci more thrui,sirnplyredtrce·the £1.ow 

... ~ ··-.":-

9 For t11or()ughrep~rting and-aria!ysis on Po$.gat•s. cfkg·pJllicy reforms, see;· t;freen.~aJd, :G. {2009). Diug decri:mlnalization 
m Porttigal: Li;:ssons' :for _cre®rig Jai~ and ~uccessfui orug polfoies,. The c,A:I'O Institute,- RetPevei;l on- 09/29/l.1 from 

. httpd/\\!\V\V:calo:org/publicationsNvhl.re"uapcr/dr'tig-dccrln:iinaliiatiOJi.~pi:it1L1gal-1cssons;crfatii1i.i-faircsucces~fl1l-'dn_ti!.-'pbiiCies. .. . .. . ····· .. ··········· ... .. . ...... ······· ...... , .......... ·-·· ........ L5 
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. :Qf arrests pr #legaLcentrsi1:i11;:r!cl Jt ':Pt9Vicies ~ 1iew teso1,1tce ~vrro:n:n:ren.t .tQ a,dii.fess1 rh:~ structured 
1.:heq11a~ities resulting fr6inand exacerbatedbyfu~f-ailed war on cliugs. , 

' ' 

Tu: its 2016 report; the lliob~l (;omnussipn on)/rug P.ollcy ti$e$ specW,.-0areto tall fqrn:ations to gO. 
beyond. decriininalizatidn JO :(:teate legal, .regulated markets il~ighe_d acfofding fo u:w. S:ustairiabfo 

· Pe:v:elopmenf Gpals [$DG]~~o That is, fogal .markets~ should he :des~gn.ed in. o:td~t ctQate .solutions fo· 
related social pt6bfoms, specifit:allyinciudfug systemic poverty~- stnictufed.faeqµality(alo:Iig lines oftace 
and gell,der'j:rrpfiliicular)~.ruidilieneeclfor economfcwly ap:d ¢cofo@caHy sustainable ci'ties/corornu:niti,eS. 
The CommiSsion encourage:> leg~lizati,o:o; m_odefo wh~re tb.e 1Jenefits ~·rn~t ~ppJy 1:c:revezy fudividu%. 
inclu4irigpeop1e 'who u8e drugs (GlobalGomriiiss1on on Drug Policy; .2016, p. 27); Piitsitnp~y, a; human 
;cig{its fraille:wm,:lcsuggests · tb,i.t: 1_eg~Iniaikets and i::ling policy ;iltetna,fryes §'.houl(ibe d!Jsfgned in order to 
serve' and te: . .ffivest in the_ corm:i~~tie~ and indiyidl!als' systematically tli~~nfr~chl,sed. by 50 years of 
aggressive crjrpinal J'.lf91JibitioJJ:. ' 

Notecifu preyfo11s reports {crcr, 2002~:2004, 2004fl.~ aoo~, *012) .and established ~n at lea~ 4C.i' years of 
,cri.tic_al 'criminot()giQal:J:¥sea:t6h, 11 ilie most disastrous -~ff:ects ofib;~' drug wa:t __.:.fnclud±n:g vastiy disparate 
-enfatcenientisanctio:n, ;pu:pitiv~ s~IJJ~Dd,ng; ~cjyil :J;ie:b;alties,: s:tJob.Jection fo ch;u,g ,:abnse/addiction. (and 
associated thte<j.ts to. -pu,bJfo-he.a1th), .·subj ectimi to -~g x~Iated.-V1oforice,. Joss~ ofptopeity vafoe/co:imnllnify 
degra<laiion,. loss ·of aj11Cfl:tiQnaii~wp1qyme* opnmtunities, :mcl,-.geqgr,aplllp :disfQc.ation-have b~en 

" BhoUlderecLby the: poor and people of.coior,. Am.can American and 'Latfux populations in particular. As· 
-Wei :have a1]:e;r.nptedtp point gii,tjiiS'an. E1~ap,d sea, African Am.~ric?ns a:ud tci:. ~lesser e\teJ:lt{With :the :recent 
i:tJ::end jn-yo:uth arrests as. ari~ex~eptio:Ji) L~j;iru( :re~iderits ]J:aye been ftie most aggi:essi:v:clypoXiPt!d, };lrrested, 
andsan:ctloMd for a diiigca'ddfotion an:d evetdose cteath etMerbic-domfoatedby·ii:riddie_,a;ge "wu-Latfuo 

_ whites:; (CJCJ 2012.}. fli ~Miti_oil, :f,_fricflll Arii,eiic.an girls ~aJicl yo11Jlg'wom,ep, were i,iD,tll re_c1ently t<i:('geted, 
for criminal 1~'.W ¢rtfofoement:at stagge11ng i'ate:s. iii $an EranCisco, siiggestfu:g their payirigofa h&civy­
price for failed enforc;enient ~oJfo~esSti q!)rrpatlsoD,:fo all other deD,J,o~!!Phi~ ;1p:oups D;L;th(;) city. 

' . . ~ . . . . . -

~dng tai:g~ted for drug •attest ~~d s$.:Uctlon can tesuft in any 1iulhber oishort a.na long: term 'effects 6l1 
jl+cfiJ.idua_ls -fargeted, as weJJ_ ~ 1;9,~_il: .f:@ilJes '11:ld. GO'lnlntmiti.es.. 'J)ie Qlqbaj. QoriJWiS#oµ ()llD1llg Policy 
(2016~ p~ 17~ .see.also Clim1 2002,jJgs.260~265) ~Iso,j:ecogillze. that, -

J:t,1 fli<} U8-, fo~ .exaillpl~;, :@m1y. con)T,ictton~· for .4fugs~ wbio}i ~911:1-~ _posses~io11 iit ct;1f,ain 
:stibstances, call.lead fot eX:Cltisi6n fromjuiies; voter disenftanciiisementm a intmber;· ofstate$; 
evfotion 9i e~ch:!Sj:Oi.J, Jtopi p1:lb1ic]louswg;·refus(l,l. oftlnaµc#l zj.Q,Jo;(hig\ter education:; teyqcatio;tl, 
or .suspension of a driver's 1iceris~; deportation and in sqme care:Lper:oia'i:tentseparaticm fro:mtI:i.err 

· ;farnili~s of'those consldete.d ''.:uOJ:Geifuensi" eX:clUsion frorri ceitairt ).ob's? .and 'demai of welfare. 

Jn add~tion, l';fu-d1es: of sa,n Fianeisco ?,rid ,vther ,-i)Jtogi'ess1ve;, u.cs. cities ciem-0nstrafo: hlstorical ~d' 
cqnte:mp()raiy colJ.1l~ctfotiS bet;~eE<n. rad~1Iy ·dlBparate d.tugia.w ~w-0:t:C¢n:teJi~- (aµd; ,lld9itfof1a1 fol'Jils, ·of 
~~order inaintenatice" p()licmg) &:nd Q.9liHcs 9fspaoe~iuoiuding gentrificatioR Ef,ynch} M., M. Omori; A. 
·Roussell~ ancl 1'.t. Vafasik, 2013), t:he eystematic t!lrgefuig. of Worlillig' cfas~· ;P:eqpie: of· color: foi: &-rig 
au¢stS in.6n.e· ofJhe IJ19sf qJ:UtaUy e71p~nsive. hpu;c;ing ;rnarketi In:-the c;qu.ntty ~ezye$ ~ a: ~truc~ural barrier 

~~ ~~ 

10,SeetheU.;N.$.ust~inabfeDeveio;Jiient.<Joais froni_2oi5ht<re; :ll~;/Jw\vw;u11;or-~fsuslaiiiabl~devdopm~n~sustiiiilable~. 
devefopfiien(·~goiils/; .. · . . . 
q Fot illusfrations see: Osfoti:ag,andAnniiiu~;-2011; J'ofu;ison: and Bennett, '.2.0 i o; Jensen1 Gerber and Mosher, -2.004: 
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to, the:. si;istainal:iilfur .of' w:o:dahg t.:l_aSs con:gnumt1es 9£ cqfor 111 th~ qfty; . The(ii:npacts of crjmiJ;IB.1 . 
prohibitlo:ti 'should oe tu:iderstood beyon<i the mdividilal to encompass effects on coJµIlltriritles ~and the 
broade:tracial po@cs ofpJ11cefu.Sap_ Francisco. · 

A hiiinari rightS :fr:lliie)vpr1\: s~ggest~.Jhat the·resotrrces, Qpp~rtµnltle's 1 and costs~~ing$ 1lliitle .a~ail~ble 
through Jegal, reguJaied markets--:like-tbe legal pan:nabis.:inarke.t emergent in Califorula-,-pe, re~iiwest~d 
in the mdividuafa. and tomtrrumties most bn_p3,cted by the legades of a failed drllg; war. F foJ:n reseatt~ 
we kiio:W that these tend: to b_e:poor COUlillJmties, of cofor_,.._;\fr~can. American~ and,Latfux populations, m 
'particµlar, withe a; special fopus,on. A.fric:ari Ame1ic:;ati, worr,ie11.aJ:ld girls, RC'.E;ear<:;h On the effucts of the;drug 
war and on :irtteffiati:onhl best;prac;tices :fot t~fo1m·suggest that tlie new :resoiu:ce ei:rvfro:Qinent creafod yfa 
Ci.!J:in~bis ~~d bt1u~i; foJJI1s of: k~gali.'4ation in cities Jilce S ail,Era:ucisc9 ·.should' be. empJoyed to ad,~yl)S: tir.e 
poverty, ..• l1Ilernploymerit,. · housfog iristability, . mentaVph.ysical he:itltb; problems, · and g~ograpliic 
C!ispl~cem,ento.(these ]leaviiy tm:e1:1cte(iilidjyi\ill~ls and C0.111IIlUTI]ties. · .. · 

~-

'•:.· :. 

In recent 'decades, -a:~ Sa11 Fr~ncisco's p9~ulatfon. bas grown an.d:betome somew.hat oid~t arid: we~ithi~r, 
:the city's Afri,cauAni.erican. popufationhas declined sharply:·ai;J.ahecomepooter andrr1.ore con:cen:trate~pi 
isolated districts. One:'aifecdoful exp1anatl.o:i1 fot t[i.i'l .racialdispg.p.ues ha:s been the eas:e bffrequent ii.lid 

: lllirltiple. arr¢sts ofdrllg dealers in bpen..,air ;rrnn:lcets wthe poQt~r atea~ oftlw city as, opposed fo tfi:e riio:i;e 
qifficl11t task of poJicir,tg the larger; more di.sered drug supply:i:Lefyvofu serying:affluent area.s. 

lly CIOJ's rej)f}at~Q. analysell. duriiig the~2ooOs; Satl Franqiscq atrtliorities have iot respon.:d~d tO_• fippeywnt,~ 
serious and uniquely eh.ireme: raci~lci1spaP.tfos Jn poliCfo:g ot Clrµg offeTI:se~ ajidha:ve not prowded rational 
expfart~tio11 :(C)r·the di.spatji:j~s or pql!cies i9 aJilel~ora,te:·t}ienµ, }'for have author.ities' explained why ilie 
city'.s drug po)leing, already :r;aciaUY·ciiscriµiinatory, becamf!·radipally.Jll.bi~. so :from the earlyJ990s to ·· 
around 200St Jf ob]e'Ciive crlmiriaijustice. goals and sta.ndarcis t.q j~ti:fy San. Erancisco;s>arresttrends 
(:ttis:f:, thf3J1 lo¢fli anth,orities w-0uld seem ob'Jlgi;i.l:ea~ to provide d~tiilled explanatfon. . fu pa{tiGlll.ilr, What· 
·¢banged in the 19,~0s/andorily mSan..Frimcisco, to·dn1.niatieall:fIJ9ost the fixation on.African: Americans , 
tis the city~s dJ;ug ci:inib.ais? - . .. ., · 

.'fhe' analysl:s .:Suggests that ptltfr to 2QtC\ the:San F±aijcfaoo Pc)lice, beparlmenttn1ght,1iave bee~ re-' 
·a.nesthig the' ~ame ~Af1:lcaJi,,Anieric<lns · •.IJY'er :arid:oyer; tht?i:l::teieas4i,g ~e .. farg~jnajoiity; :and ·re~tt!~ting 
t:h,etn; a,gfiln wi tfiln a sJ;iorJ: period oflliue~ The overall j"esult cifibis policy .was to combine the \vorst of 
both. worlds: mj¥stic"e. ~d iil~tieqti:iality: ,C.qrraIIiiig A:frlcan Atn'e~ica:n drug <leaierspmduced ±rnpressrve 
•arrest·IJ,1lJripers hµtwas.not,effecti".e policy t9 preventdrugaquse. S;an J~':J;anGis..crifa ah:eady excessiv~· drug· 
p:verdpse/abusedeathrate corrtinuedfo. cli:tnb through 2009,·tli,ougb.m fairness~ dtug tollfhave been rising 
eli;ewb:efe :in J11e S:f9.te' an,d nation 'it~. well. 1¥f:ore.6ver~ l'Vhile Ji may have pmii.tfoned drug .ma&eting 
vfolen~~: fo c;;ertain a:reas .·of the • city ;)eveTu b:f viblenc~ fa tb.ose;areas r~Ji:lain.: qoride11tr.E1oted' mid 1:tlgh.; 'Jhe 
policy did appeill' effective. at. creatilig a mfiltlpie-:feiony pcipul~tfon witb..j}o employment pr.aspects, ahd 
significa11t chaiienges and :barriers to· $UCcessjn: the ·cornmunity, 1.h~se barri.ers arose even though Sari 
ii rangi9co sent drug o.ffvnderll t() stafoprison ara rate foss Than halffhe sfafeaverage;: ,•' . ' 

. Whatever its $d~tlyfp:g Pnpe.ra'fivesj the city's drug 3ITesf po1icyJ>rior Ja recent refqrpis hasyi'eid~c} to ~ 
· draw~tig new situation ?-:fte:r •. reforms amelforatecf ciiug policing ·in maJo:r-ways from 2010 to 'the present. 
Drug arre.sts havefalfon ~ti Jitam.atic~lly tb,at an, Afri'qa11 A111er:imm: in San, Francisco is)iow less likely to. 

11 
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b_e a.ttested :(c)r ·$ugs f4a:p, ~; fltnl'-~lack tesident was 10 yeats ago. :H:Qowe:ver~._-Oeispifo tJ+e: impressive 
.reduction of90% or~ore inthec.impact of drug ·arrests. on local communities since 2009, refom 1las not 
:W11.Gh r~uced the radat Qispatities iii dhig po1icing. African A:niericans at~ still 15 twes Jiiore ~ely to 
be.a,rrestedfor a: fel9ny o-r :rrri:,;demeanqt diug off'ense ip: Siin. Fr@cisco than oth<?:rraces; ~n_d, neitherthe 
ptopoffioiis of blacks fo·tlie City'::; pcij;ntfatioii ( 6%) Df drnKmorj:ality tqil (22%) ev:en hegfus toju~tify $Ucli a hilge cfispfility~ . . . . . . . . . . .. . . 

Whether jlitentiona1 ot not; such P6rislstrfat d,tspatitl.es ill drug war ·poiicmg in San Eiandsco should bf'l 
viewed as ·a;. JJ.11rnµn, tlgb.ts vfq1atloJi, As not~~ pte\Tiously, fo®~J~humanrig;hts .dis.omits~ d~fines. tacial 
discdmmatl.on not iri terin:s of overt; eonscfoi.lS facial mllID1JS, but in tenns of its evident~effects, The bty 
is slibj egtto. ;o,ii#onal, state; and. lofaheqiliieme:hts fo ellforce 1aws 5n a; Jion-"discriminafo1y fasbion arid. is 

.. signafo1y fomternaHonaI humm rights accords ll:nposjng even stncter non~discrimin.ation. standar.ds. San 
F'nU1c;IBc,o'$. 6ng6big; ~rtr~me ~radafdisp~ini~s in .ili~g iaw :,e~orc6meht ·a!ld ·auth6riti¢s' paraly$i.S iri 
adc1tess,ing 1:11.em :colifiict With :the 9ity; ~ ccm:u:nitJ,nent to :the egalittu'ian 1cieal~ it champions. · Fmther, an 
·.U1tei11atioruU iium3'llrights framework provides specific'glli(}ance on how citie& like San Frandsco 'Gfui go 

·, beyond P.Aftihg· t:ffCJallY f!isparate and largely .fueffectlve critnittal justice models· to models. focusing :on 
:Pl!blic gea:J.th ffi,icl'.~fa:iiia:l~lep~µnity:i:e:-fJ;ty~fmeJit, · · · 

·. i: 

Jn J.igb{cif Hies~; Qh~~tv~fi.oii~.' we i;:espedft!ft.y_r¢¢gmn1enJl th~- S_ariFran~is¢o.Boatd Qf;S:up c:rVisors:~ 

1. lJiiti~te 3 Jii11lti~i:lgeiicy lii.festlgation into Sa:n. Ftancis'cb;s poli~mg po1ieie.s 1tnd pr.~ces fo· 
~lore: p_oµcy <J..ei;_istoAs f4at cpntJ;ibute. tg these- tr:e11qs,.. .. . ·' . 

~~~ Jtequlte f1ie ·sa11 j?r,an.dsc~ Politi\ )J.~partm¢At and all: ot~et ar(·esting agende~ t_o conform to 
state staitdardS obse1·ved by an othet· agencies- iii, Califorriia· in reporting attests by tate aiid 

· '.L?:tin:t: etliuid(y ~J;i.c(by ~~cifi~ offeni;e tatheJ,~ than. ~ias~y:ing excessfve ,ro;rest limnber.~ 'as 
'':Other'? offenses~ · · · · · · · 

:.3. ·:oeve.fop' 'W.'J:d, adopt ~ ~.Ql1~rete p(ap #Hi,tldr~_ss these t~~lai cJiscrep:iucfos jn ·S~n ;Fran~Theo 1s 
<drug'.~ri:es't practices, monitored th.i'.Qugh peliod~c, tesU:ffS;..based evahiafioilS~ . . 

A~ )teaffj,rµi Sjlµ F*anc,scp"s c~mnJ1~m(}n~ to 11pl10l(}ingits o'Qii'gatiomr under the Jnternatlonal 
Convention to End.RacialDiScrimi.IiatloJJ. (ICERD)and tlle'anti-'dlsCJ:i.tnfu.~to).'y dahse.oft!i¢ 
I1#e:rP,~tl9niU. ciit~):l.artftil), Cii,ibiud Political P.i.gb.ts (LCCPR). 

5. A.ssbss tlie tfends iJi drug- 3'biis~, cifug: related. ~e~ ~:n(l:. _other- drilg-r.¢Iateci l1~~l~ ~v.:a 
S.Jif~fy. j,8$1~e$i~ $~rt FpiµCisc9 py dc1J1(l~~J?hlc ~rn<l o.th~r v:aria~les. . 

.6. tn:cfu,cie a tob1,tst ''Equlty matr9rm?t hi H1e µ¢Sign P~ Admt' U~e•• of; ·M:~.rijiianii f;c\JJMJ · 
'f'~a:tfollS Sllfh t:fioaf: pppl)l'~.J:J,i#es~ #~Vings, 4IJ.<l re".enue fro~ the fogal canmibfa hlark~t 
serve to b·eue:fit tlfose systeJiiai;foaUy ,ciii:Iliri:aliZe<l and impacted by the 1).l"µg wat Jn, -San'. 
Fr@c~sto~ wo_rjtj:µ~ ~ia;$spf!ojii_e of ~0~01'., Aftic1Jn)\..)il~fi~l.1wonienfu partjcnJar. ' 

.;v.· 
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: .: ::'.···:.; ': .. 

Oste1tag~ $; & W~ t .A:rmail:ti.~: :(2011). r±nage Turi'(eV.ei'ytl:diig: Coiitefuporary;sysforolc:facisnr auifa,nti., . 
~ac:isrn.1p.:th~ aw~ of Qbapra:.-Ifii1rrqt1T.ty ap/fSqqj.(;ty3/3.'5.('3), . . 
. . .. .. . . .. . . . . .. . . ... 

S.W! '.\1:(:ruidfocq Comtnis~fon an4 J)epa:rlm.erit:'o~tke'$ii:iiqs of Wo1Jl~lL (2ll0'.l, '2<109): 4 R,eport on Girts i]t 
$an :Jlrqpqisc;Q, OcilJile With aufuOTI A b:ri~fupdate inM~}:J11QQ~, $a,p, :fl'~cis~O girls;.A. snapshot 
report, is a.t:hitPdfcioe;uesf:edu/Coe/Yvirlicj'SF: Girls Report1.fodat~ 030609.!Jdf · · 

.San Francisco Juvenile':Ptobation Depaiitiient (SFJPD} {2017). Publicatfons ancl documehts1 :2016, 20li9. 
At http) lsf!!:riv\ondiu vpi-obationlp~ blicatio~ s;c1ocurrient~. _ 

,. 



Toilly, M; a:ndM, JY.fofowsl<i '.(2.QQE). The malign ·effects ofdnig 'and crime co1ltrol policies ~11 black 
Ariieiicms; Ciime and.iusttc:e~ 37(i):1-44. ' · 

Whitelaw,:M, (2JJ1/). A path to peace iii theU.S; D.t4gWar:, WhyCaiifcimi~ sh6uld bnpiemeiitthe 
Pcirtqguese modef for &u_g· decrimina:Ih:atfdrL !Doyola L.A. Int} &. Cr:m1p~ L. ,Re11.iew, 40(1)~ · 81· 
113.,. 

.. 

Please note; }gqcfr year,. l!Viiry cITTiJ1t)i si1b1fl{ls tl1ei1~ data ·.to J{1e official .Slqt~Wic:fe )/at(J1JijsJ:s 1/iciintb_bied bf• appqir/te,d 
goverii1ii.ehtdlbodfes. WWe ev&y effei;t. iS made 16 ieview data fol· accu1~dcy; CJCJAC!fl~tqt of!! ieiponsifjle Joi; data 1V.j;orifag 
.error~ 7nade attbe ca1111ty ZeveL . · ·.·· · · · ····· .· ·· .· ·· . · . 

!111i6fjil f\IMEilr l!l'!iiiiiiiil!'iJI fJ c j ,. jjj df >,· ·:•Md 'lti.fij ii 
. Ah9ut~e~~~~6rs . 

. - . . 

Mil:te•k l\!Ifiles, I>_h.D,, Seiii,or~Jlesea:t.ch Jf eilow, delliercin Juveitile. anilC1:iminar i i.I~tice· 

Mike A .. Males is·a senior R.eseareli F.eilow attb.e Center on.Yu.venile. arid cili:nkaiJustlce arid. coutent·dil'ector at 
·~:Youtb:F'acts~urg: B:~ ~ c6~tdbntedt~seip:ctaJJ.a\Vrit1rig:td nUriler~~-Cicriep.orts~fad~cfing the · 11ri~ .Color 
of Justice1 anAnaly.Sis ofJuvenile Ailult Cour(I'railsfers in. Califoiniat :'Drug Use and J11stice: An Examina#on of 
:Calr:f9111ia :Orug}?olicy Enfo,rcement, 11 a;nd "the impact of C11lifon#a's Jru:eeSfrikes Law on Crime Rafes;1

'· 
'. .... . . .) . •. • . ' - . . 1 ... 

Dr. Males .has a Ph.D: in social ecology from 1.J.C. Irviilc and fo1merly fauglltsociology-~rtU.G~ ·sirnta Cmz: With. 
bvE;i' 12.yea:rs af·expeij~n~~ '\VO:rkingm you:fuprograrn.s, hinesef.i!ch in.terei;ts a:re focused onyqi.tth ·issues.like. 

·crime,· dnrg abuse, )Jl:~grumcy !iJ:id ecan:omi.Ccs. I!e is the aut!J.9f. of d9zen:s .of articles ai1d fmu: books, th~ laf.~~t 0£ 
wbich 8.ie':Y'eenage sex <inil£regnancy;Mod.erfi Myths, Ulis1P.yRealities (J?raeger, 2010), and Kids and Gitiis: How 
Politicians1 Expe/ts, and ·the,Fress ia,bricate Few of Youth (Commun Couragy Press,'2000). Recent articles and 
op~e(js have appear~d in ~he J{ew. Y.ork Times; TheLos Angeles Times, The.Anferican Journ.al of P.uhlic J/e,al(fi, Tl;~ 
Lancet, J oirriial of pchqo[f.[e,tiltfz., and. Sctipner's .Encyc.[opedfa of Violence in ;1.merf¢q; · 

t 

~VilliamArmaJine, Ph.D., Afsilcfa'fePrrife~sor, SAti.J.O'sfState Uiiifersify 
• - ;t·. :-:.-· . 

Di'. Willia¢ f.im.a$e is· the :f()pn,d.er qfthe .Hull1an R1gh.ts MinotP:rogram,])1re;ctor cff the emergent Human Rights. 
i • fostitute, arid an.Assopiate .Prpfess~r jJitlie 1!ep~1'1ln,e!).t of Sociol6gy~1111d lntetcfi:scip1inafy Socia.1 Sciences: [SIS SJ ,a't 

S:an.Jos1L$tate. UP,iv~1'sifyo. ]Ji.s foin:i'.aJ. ifalnirig .filid pfufess~onaL e:ipeiie;iiG~ s1:1ans Sociology,, education, ,ai1d hm:Ilap. 
·rights~ A,s ·ait interoisciplip.ary.schcilarand public. intellectual, Dr: _A::nnalirie!s inferests; applied work, and scholady' 
. pµblications· 4ddress soti# prqbf~D:lS i\,s .. they):eli:J.te ~O polit}cal ~cbnomy, e,nyJ.rqtµ:p~ntfil SUgtauiabillty; racism and 
,anti::rad.~t .actio.ii,. c.r~liqal ped~dgy .ancl, fransfo@atjy~ :i;,c.llli.:ation;, wequ;l)ity a:j:(u}'oillh, lrhas~ mci!±teratioll; ·amt . 
. drug policy refo1iii, . :follow· 'hi~ Woik 'iiiid the' .SJSIT Hµin@ R{glits Instlii:ite cfilltl · Mµ'ior Pi:ogrwn un. 
T>yifter: ~r@,SJSUHumanRJ@:ts . . . 

His ~c~nt p~'bifoatfons wcfu&: · (l.J W. Arlnalliu~.: PU:blia ~iiir:cation ·agailLs{n~oliberaI c;ap~tiiUsm~ . S:trafe@es ~i:id 
·. opportunities; mShariub;ri,·I>~. arid J. Galle (Eas:),l!llei'disdollnm'V Jfoptodches.tb Pidagogv and Flai:e~Bi'ised 
. Edi1c'atlon •(2op,.Pajgra\le<l\1acm:illan). (2) W. Airnalinerb. ·Glas her&; filld J3, :forkayasflii, The Hutnmi J({fefits 
. Eiiierpi'ise;'.. Political socwlogi1;. stnt~power; tmd ~·aclalniovementsJ20I5, Polity Press} (3)W: Arilliilin.e;. C, Vej:·a . 
Sanchez, ar.id :M. Correiac •irtie Bigg.est <Jafrg ,iii·oakimid: Rdhinkiiig police fogitili1acyn~;(2Ql4, Qontempi/r{;tty · 

.JusticeRevfo"Mi), · ······ ' · · ··· · · · ·· ·· · · , . 
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Fot more:informatio:il pleas~ c0ntact 

Center on Juvenile and Crinlin.al .Tustit>e 
4-iJEoard.man:Pl.a~e · · · ··· · · · 
S~hFrancis¢o? CA 94103 
(415) 621,-56~1 
tjcjJ?e.dia@cjcj,org • 
'WWY{;cjcj.org 

ww:w.cjcj .org/bl9g 
facebook:.coill!CJCjmedia 
twJ;tlex.~om/¢JcJh1ecli~ · 

. ;:' 

.. . . ... .. . . . 

SJSU I HUMAN l\TGHTS 

·i 
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SJSU JBoM~\lRJGHTs 
Appendix A 

Testimony to San Frandsen" ]1oanl of S_upervlsors _Qn, Disprop~rti_onate A.rrestlCo:i;Uh:fement Ql. 
Alrican'.'.Americ:al\ ·>; oung W om~n f.or :tixug Offenses 

. . 

-MikeMales,•8J~y 2004 
... .. . . ~ 

The• attac1ie({ cl:tarts show :the :agfest rl).tes 9fSan. Fta11cis¢0 Afiic[ln-';\pJ,yric13n. juveniie gfrl_s p.g~1'1 
10~17 for several offenses compared to African~Affiencan .girls elsewhere in California, as,'weiLas tb S.ait 
Fr<i,nqtscQ girls .of oth~r races. They inclic~ite tlmt Sa,n J?);~nciS'cq J1as va#ly _c)ispt9pox#~)JlaJ<r ~,rre~~ 9( 
young-black '\;,iome::i:i-eyen comparedto tJiej~est o_fthe statF: _ . . _ - · · . · . 

· -Tli~ ;fi~es forrtljng the ba$i~ o;Ethese t~cuiations ate ih~Jatest for Callfofai~-ati_d_ Sgn,':Fra.nd§ito 
from the s_tate: Depmtment- of Justice"s C:dmilla1 Jlrstice .. StatisJ:ics Center, (Califo.rnJa, Crimincil /i<st.ice 
Profiles, at http://cailg.sfate,ca.us/Gjsc/} ~4 $rut ~r~cisco ~uveiiile• .Ptobatiim J)eparfuient (aruitial 
Statistics report}, Population: figures. are. #om tit~: Ca,4tpnria. ])epajlnent.;O:f' F'ina:ric~'.s J)~¢()graplfic 
Rese¥ch Umf (h't!p:/lwww"dofcfi,gov/HTI4LLPEMQQ~tp]Jlh.p~,bin:r)· · . . 

- Excess~ve biack arrest .rates are ce:if eoncerri·tfuoughO::ut: i~aiiforilia an(}: tlie Jiatiori.. Note that..1ii 
Qali;fornia outE>id._~ SI!n ]3;rancisco, biaglc, gir~ fl.re {5 times ·mqr~ tiJ<:~1y tQ 1:}~ arre$ted ;for:fel9J,J,ies,. 4,6 
fllnes mnre.Jiicely to be attested' for --assault, atici L& 'tiri:ie~ wen.-~. Iik61y fo be arrested f~~ felbriy dplg 
q:f:fenses tl;ta,.µ C?Jifomiji girls Qfothe.rraces. · ·. · .. ··. -·- · · - , . ·. . . . .··· .•. . .. - -·- ·· 

Ra~ia)_ ari:es~ qts~r~p~c~~s ~:e. star};{ e):loµ'gh eis~W;hefe~ ._~:~w ]'r::tncis~o.'$ fil'e: Jn,assJ.-r~Iy 
. worSe.In Saii Fi'aticisco, ,bl~ckgirls areJi.4 tilries mo),"e'.Ii1f~ly t() be, arrested fot:felohles~ 10;6 ilin;¢s 
mote lilcely fo be ai·i·ested for ·ass.ault, and 18.9 tilnes mo1'e: liJcely to b.e .~.rr.ested f()r feloiw clp1g ' 
offenses than an San Fran Cisco girls of other races, ' .. · 

Sau Franciseo white; Latina, Asian, and-Other/mixed~tabe (that fo, non~blaclc) gil-1s. display·'i:L 
yzj~Q,, 1:1mugh relatively nonilal pattern o:f 1tfbM <iJT,eE;1:s fo:r fe~!:mie_s-,-~bout.JQ% higher th~ th,~ sfatewide 
average for nonc·b1adcgrrls, illcliidingrates :Slightly lllgher for assauit/ sJightly'lower for propertj offenses, 
2.8tilneshighe,tford:J;qgfdoni~s_; andcon.Siderab1y1owerfordtug,llrisdenieimors, ... - , . -.• · :_, • _ .. •· ._ · -

'This is not the pase f9r San, Franqisco bfack girl.s;: who tlisplay ~~e,sf raJes 4:3 #nies :hlgM:r for 
ifefomes, 2.5 tltries higher for assault Md 29.2: tintes higlieJ;~ ·foi' ciru:g Jefoilles tliaii. :BtAc:rt gU:i.s 
;t!1$e\vh~refu Califoxnia. . . _ . · .. , .... :· : 

Lookea at ~nother way\ San Fr?-iicisco ha~ 1~8% of th{ sfate.'s young black Women but. 
accounts fol' 35;2% ofthe atr.eSts ,of young bla;ckw:ortle:iifoi'. ·fu'µg . .feloni~s, 'And 7.5% fot aiUefo:nies; ' 
hi thesfate_ - . · - -
·· · · · Withln tM .¢ity, bfackS comprlse).2.2.% of San. Frandsco;s popuiatfo:it 9t gtrJS flut: ~ompiise 
61.4% ofSa1LF'rancisco gh~]S? arrestdor felonles;. 66~7%fc>trohbe1'Y; ailCJ7;2_,3o/o. ~ot l}ru;gfelon1es,. 

Blacks account for57%' 9ftota1Clll't?StS; fyvo-t1:irrqs qf the felm1y petitfon.s sµsta_inecI, and three in 
nvefu:c~ceratlonsofJuvenile_glrlsfath~cify. ' ' - ... . ... · ..... · ....... ·. '• ·--··· . 

Sa,.n Fran9isco 's }iatterri foITJ1s a,· giganM aho$1y'fo@d. :q.owhe;~ ds¢o. WJillt;: ·(a) ;san_':f?taggs¢o 
~oys of all ±aces, (b} Sau Francisco grr1s 'of othetraceEr, (c) California black giili; and(d) Califorii:i'a boys . 
-and girls oi'aiLraces ALL. showdeclin:ingt~tes of all'est and inip:dsonniei:J.t 9V.eftlie last cle¢iide. (e) Sau 
Etan:Cisi;:o ·.bla.c,k ghis ,are the o:Nt, Y Y.QU,th popn1~tioltfu: t:h~ ;§t~te sµo)Ying slcyr9~l~etjng r~tes of 
arrest.andincaf'cerati.on. _ · _ _.. .. . · . . . . .. . , . · _ _ : i\ . . 

fjnaJly5 there is no· ev~clence 'of' a serious chugal:>:L1se prQblem abio;ng S-an Ft_aiicis_co bJttck g4'Jsth~t 
woµld,explain 'theinn:assivdy excessive;:, aJieqt:"Jate': T;he,ctfy' s cJJ:-ug a'fll1sing populatfop; js Jµosdy white 
ail.cl ovehvhelnifugiycrv.e:r age 30: Thf<':.dtugs tlieyabuse are· exactly the sarn~ones implicatecLfu Violence :; 
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among drtig dealers: )ie:rcik, coeafue:, .iriethamphefa'.frillie, 1I1ici.t drug conlbmatlonsi and driig.s niiied' wl'th 
a:lcohol. . . .. 

. . . in the 18Et seveil. yearsfl997 tb:r01,1gb 2002), federal Drug Abuse Watnfug Networlt show2,26o 
deaths in the city:w~re direGtly related ta i1legai7drug a'buse. bftb:ese, J,486 were ·whites (66%), and f, 19$ 
(79%) wer.e over. age.- 3} 'DAW.~frepott~ a}so .Show·~ s;~gge.ring ~?2,400 .o$·aµ. ~r.ancis_c;~ns treate4 in 
Jlosp1tal eiriergencYfooms for illegal-dIDg abuse over the fasts even years, Of/these~ 65% were.whlte, arid 
88% wer~ ov~rage30, ·· · · . . · 

Meanwhile, none of th~ <;iJy'S: c1rµg ~bµse deaths aJlci fewer than,P% :()ftb;e ~iti.s i1ospital 
~merge)lcy' tr¢'atme.hts for d.rug abuse W.ereyo:imge1' black women (age :i,o..:z4); E:tnotioirnl. ~iiecdi>tes 
g;ra~big the ~!ty's .medi11, aside;fb,ere ls )ittl~ evjdenc~ of a ~e6,ous i;Irtig abuse· problem. 3niong 
yplingerAfrican.AmericariS fu San FranciSco,:and espedally nof amohg young black wonien; Thete. 
'.hafi nof be~n a. di1.lg overdos~ d~ath ofariy kin.4 involVing a;ti..A:fripari~Americari :femafo UJJ.deragt:i 2$j:U 
Sap .. '.francisco sin(;e 19~() (figures tbl;ough 200~)'. " · ·. 

CoinparecLto their contribution to the cify.,s 'ifrug abi).se jm:ihlem~'yourig.bfackS: (ages 15~29) 
: a;r~ ~O tim~s m,gri! lik,ely to be an.'e,steci fol' drug$ tl;iat wb,ite8 ovei~:.age-30. · · ·· 

· · San Francisco :m.ay,pride itsel:fo11 *"enlightened pp]j,des to:\\1~rd.Qiugs,'1:m't:in: point of fact, this 
. dt;r's drug ~ifu~tioP. is verjt dJ~t\Jfhing. Thls dfy is· failing lo. addte.SS 'bo~h its ,massive drug abuse 
prQblel)l. }.iDJ,Ollg ff}(1¢J:W.liite~ (t4\-~I!· #pies; !lie ra~e of otbe~ citle~ Jn Qallf();rma} abd i(S: m~s,sively 
exces·sive drug. <tv.er-artest pi'Oblefu of y'oungei.; black women (2~ ·. tb:µes :the tate ~lsewhere in 
Cali(o;rJ:li.a}d a1ri ceita.irliy not su:g~sfitig aue~stlhg ;more p~qpie df any face for' drugs; ihe cw/s fefony 
drug arrestrafo is .already substantiffify higher than the State's :as a whole. I am suggeStfug a J:11:a]otrevisio:il 
.·.~the way vie colifr:Om:clnig ab:U:se. a:u<l law eriforcementinliglit ofifari Francilic.o1s. extreme, a~crepartdes 
. with regardtorace, g¢IJ,clt::r~· a.nd age; . . 

. .Arrests pei: t OO,OOUp9p:ula@:o. age;10'-11 
African..Americangi~'l~; '40q9.:o:i · 
Rate ·' San Fi-ancisco Rest of CA 
F~lony· . 6,JJ$ ·. . 1,549, 
.Assault l,U42 '4tl1 
:Robbety · 9'.26 138 
P~operty 1,59,8 • 99$ 
F~fdmg 2;362 '8I 
Jyti_$.tl~r~g: ! :~i$: · ~- · 143 · 
Jill drug,: 2;45.5 li~4 

·t 

;N:t~sts.; gir~ qfdth~rra¢es . ; 
Rate ·sim.Frandsco Rest of C~. 
Fe.lony 587 440· 
Assault 9·s $7 

· Robbeiy 154 12 
I.>mp~1tr 21.~ 244 
Fel drug· '125 44 
Wsd drfig 3,5 1~3 
Alrctrng · :wt 197 

" 
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Afresfs; Ml gh-is 
Rate :Sai1Fra:nt!sco Rest of Ck 
Felony 1,334 ~'.25 
Assatilt 213 111 
Robbery 169 21, 
Property 387 287 
.Fel drug 398 .47 
'J\llisd dn1g 42 1sz· 
.AJl ITTLig . 441 199 

IY-fike 1i1afos ... 
Bocfofogy:Dep<µ:tment,214 CoJl~ge Eight 
University of Chiif-0-uda, ._8.anta Gi;W..,. CA 9S064 
tei $?1~426-:7099 ' ' 
·~iuail mmales@t:fl:rthlinknet 

.. '~: 

:-.. ~· 

• ]te:t:rl 040470 wiirbe liear<f~at:a1wroxill1ate~y io ,45 am: ~tthyJ3oarcl ()f Supervis_ors, t;peoi~llie.~ring qrr~tli¢ 
-isS1le of the :oVei~-"arrest of;Afrl~i:ln Amerlcaitgirls fa Sail Francisco" the heaifug :wilLbe at the. Gey. 
;services· CC?tr1Iril~e. 1Jleeting on Thursdiiy, :rµiy R at City I:Iati. Sujietvisots ~M~W~ll. ))1.refy, AliotQ-J>f~r, Ma - . . .. · . ·. .. ... . . . ... · .. 

Heaiing to- 41.Scuss the Juvemle . .fUstfoe eystem ~iith r€gard. f~ tlie ~fest an.a irrcardetation '.ci:tes fif 
adolesp('::OJ girls; 1o G'Pl1Sider th~ c11mina;l. ju.stic~ prog:t;EtlJ.1s seryirrg this poPUlatfoil, ·an4 to c·ousid~.r'wliy· 
the auest. and :illcarceratio~rate~ f6r yo~g Atrit.an :AmerfoaiLwomen ~e the highest of any Califorrtla J11rlsdiciioU.: .. · . · · · .. · .·· .. ·. ·... . . •. · ··· .•.. · ···.···· ·· ········. ··.·· "·· · ·· ··· 
4/j3/04,RECEIVEDAND ASS.IGJNEDJ9City$©rv1ce~CQIJUJ1l@e. . ... . . . 
4120/04, iillFERREDTO DEPARTMENT.. Ref~J:edfo Youth Co:i:rlnlli:sion for•comment 
@4teco@:P:enclatfon~ . · •.. . ...... , . . ... · .. · ...•... _.. . . . ... ·· · .. · :l 

hftp:/ /\VWVY.sfg9y. {)rg/site/bdSupy1;s _page;f!sp?id=26009 
- ::. -- ._·::.·· _ .. ; 

r~":'-:~.-:~--:~':"~':'-:-=-



Comml.ssion Secret1.L_-ry 
F.I:umanRights ComillissioJL . 
25Yan_Ness Av~nne,Si.P:te 800 
San.Fraricisco, CA 94102:_6033 
Phone~4152S2.2soo 
'p~ 415.431.5764 ·. 
TDD: s·oo.73s.2922 
E-:tnail: IJ,te:.infg@sfgo:V:.org 

Peat Col11m1ssionets: 

SJSO I I-Iill\W\l B!GHTS 

·~. 

~: 

r atrr: writing ta ,ask for coi:iJinlssion investigation of tliec excess.fv6" arrest and mearceration nfA.friclliE 
&nerfoanjtivertile females in Sail Franch;co, specifically for drilg .offenses .. IoelieVe. the extreme .Patteirl 

. 'llOcumented below C0IJ.SJitutes, age-b~ed,. tacifil an A ·sexual disr.;;rilnination. . . . 

t 13 atl .]?,t~{}isco la:w eifo:tCeD1ent aµt}i6rlties arrest juvenil~ black fen1a]e9 for felony drllg ofI~nses # ~ 
.rate :far exc~ediugthat of Califorrifa a,s·a Vi'.hole":and co:o;iparableCalifomia cities. . 

The woo Ceilsµs shows 3,0t6 .bl~ck.temat~s az~s. 1o"i71fi,c San. Fran,c:iS'c\J~. ~.1% .()fthe state'·s to1:~1 
populatl.6.n of146,012blackfemales.·age$ i.0,.17. · · 

. ~ ... -

in: 2002, Chl.ifptnii:d:ilminaLJustice S'f:atiStics Qeb.tet (J)epartttient of Justice) figures show there \Vere s<5 
'Pl@k juvejjile) fepiales arrested. for atug fel9mes i1i Sfill FraP.c~CO~ 35.7% .of tlie 157 ~la.}:k ]P:v.~;nile 
females arrestc9.for drq.gJelon:iesfattll. o;f Califotnia. . . ' , 

At 1~~;s1 p~]: toO,POli p9pu.h1tibll,. tlle' ru.:resfiaje for blfi.ckjuvepUe :fet:naJes' :ip. San f.ra:rLCiscq iS 26 ctip:ies. 
+be ;t;:tte of attest° of bfuck jiwemie girls for Cit.ug_ felOriies .elSewhere in the state. :Nor .iS 2002 ail is a fated 
Jear. lii~~Qo f;, Sap_ Francisco biackgirJs coPT.Pris~d. 69 of theJ,9J ~st$ of1:)J~ckfilr.w s~a~\yide for cipig 
fefonies} a1so36% Qf fb.e-total,• . . ·. · ' · . -. . 

,$m Fmuctsc::9 bfackgir1s~ oomRrise 125% of the ,24,H9j'uvenile.femiti~s ages }'o.:rz lri:$ari~E:t.an.ai.sco~ l:JJtt 
70% ·of the :'8±.resi:s pfjll.venifo feinales ;for ,drug folollies and 71% of·the petitions sustained Iof ikiig 
.felonies; (San ffimcisooJuvemle i>robatioµ'.Pe.PaJirrleht tfun.uaLrepg(t,2000)._The drng fdbuy ar.te~ hite 
forSa!l,Frfl.n,ci§~() 9l3;c:kgh-~'ls··l5. timestlw.ra,te::fur cithe_r girls.in.the c~fy (123.2;per· 100;b00 poptil~i;ipn.}., 
The drug relbny Cbfivlctfon (:i?etititm. st1Stiimeci) sate fot black girls is :2a times that of other girlS ill San 
frimci()cp. · . 

'i. Thei:e 1s ·no eVid.errce Pf a dn;ig abu:S:¢':Prob1~m 'l:LJP.cing San Francfaco .bia~lc gll;fs fu~,wou'ld jl.1stffy such 
~:diug fllI~t aTI.Q in.G&,:c~ai;io,D; e)Cb~S. . . . .. . . 

·ti2001, blapl;;juvenile ·g#is.·cotn]Jtlsednoneo:ftlier.eity;s 104 dwg:9:yerd;0~~,de~, and :t ,ofth; ~tty"·~ 
r' 511 i11ega1..:Brµg-.rel~tedhospital ellle,rgeni::y treatm~flfsc.~less thanmie-fiffu of 1% of the city's dh+g· abiise' ':;,­

total (Califorill~ C-euterfor'Health :Stafutics~ and. Epidero1ology and Tu.jury Contrdl, Depaitme:o:t of.Heatili 
$eryices). · · · ·· 



SJSU l HQMAN RI~HTS 

3. Everymeasureof dil.tg abuse.showsthecity:s ~g ribuseprob1e.lll,<JVe.1:wheii:rringly,; iswhite@ciqyer 
ageJO~. 

. . . 

In:2001, wJiites: ayer ageJO. comprised 81 .pfth.e dty'.s .104 futig overdose deaths; and.302 of the y:ify's 
5'11 j]Jegaf-d.J:ug~telated hos}'.itaj_.e.merge.ncy i:r.eatmeuJ;s--60% to 86%of tlie city's drug abuseiotal. ' 

Feeferal Dmg Abttse W8pib:ig N(')tw9rk figures ~how the same pa±tem for aii deaths 'arid· ho~pital 
e:me:i;geJ1CY to<3m J:reat;rnenis (whether accide.TI;t, suicide, or undete.ttn.ffied) classified as directly relat.ed to 
abuse of illegal drugs. In2002~ pe.rsbns over age 35 cb:rnprjs.ed 84%; arid whites .64%~,df the cify'.s 273 
d11ig aouse ~ataliiies. · · · · · ... 

·Yet desp:l.te their· oveiwheli:illiJ.g. cbntrlbUtiO:ii to San Francisco Js_ . dru;g abuse to 11, City'0 Vjfil,tes. -0~ei: age 3 0. _ 
comprise. ]tIPt 19.6% (1,517 of &,03~} '()f felOny .arrests fot drtig offenses~. and 24.8% (373 of 1;504) of 
misdemeanqr drug airnsts. Mean:wbile, blacks under age· 30, who· accout1t for j11st 1 % gf the ·city's 4rug 
abti.se Ckaths', Qcnuprise22S% (1;827 of8Jl35)·offelo11y,and."Ji;6% (1.90 ofJ;5-04) ofmisd.emeanor drug 
offeIJ.S:e.s, 

Whitt(S 9v~t age 30 a;re,arrested for drugs at a;rate'one~fh.frd oiwhatlheiJ::pbntributlon;to San Fr~hcis"cO;S: 
filug abµse; toll ·wolild p~dict, while. bla9k,s age~ 15~29 ar~ aneste4 at a rate 22 tim_~~ higfo~i; than Jhetr 
<liug·ahuse. pfopoitldn ·wauld~p:redict. Thus, compared. to their level of drug abuse;,yom1ger.blaclcs are 
1mJ.r:e than60 times mp~ likely to be -ane,stedfor drUgs thaµ oldet whites._ · ·. ; 

4. This tiJ,Gidl disparizy fu :w:.t~st exists fot ~d.u'lt Afrlca!l American women, thouf4t n~t to the ertreitie ·· 
extent ~tforjuvenilefemaJes. . . 

conipcismg 2.1% 'qf the 'b·tack'fe:male.p.opulati.on 'statewide, $.an'Er~dsco black females ccrniprise th¢ 
fOlfowing proportions of arrests for drug felbnies offema1es in their age groups statewi4e: . .ag~s 1~"19, 
~2%;·age;s2D-=29,·34%; ages30~39, 12%,.andag~40~older;J2%. · 

C9:mprifiln.g 8% to 10%: Of San FrariCisco'sfomalepopi.llii.tibU; blacks age 18d9 coll1flrlse 73o/o o:f'ihe 
~~stsjS,-19 :year-.ol<hvqmen citywide :for (!mg f~1onies; 6()Ufo for age 20-29, 56%. fo:i: ages 30:c39~ and 
10% ft>:ri!ios~~ges40 widolder,. . · · · _ · · · -

··"· 
s~ ,s:~u:F.tanojsco'sJa,w 'epf():i;.C_em('lnt policy towijtd. drugs; ca.Motbe}usiified. cin the gro@ds of ]Jracti~ty; 
It iS>Df .cl.ub~ous effoc::tiyeness in reducing, drug ahqse. Accordiiig to Drqg Abuse w.ai:nm:g Nefyro~k. 
tabutatim')."t~,f3anFrand~ctfs j·afa of c:hug.:reiated~mprta1ity 07.2per100,0QO-populaffon ill.2001) 1s thi:ee 
tihi~s J.iig!ier t.h.an- fQr :Lo11 )illgeles (l.2.2)" RJid Sa:J,1 Diego .(12.$), and. hs rate of dl;ug"refoted hpspitaI 
efI;Iergency; treatments (1,121.:9per10010iJO'populatiou in2Q02) is 4.:5, times high<'!rtluw:for Los Angeles 
('.?:50. 7) wid4.$ .funes liJ.~het th8.JI f9rS<JTI.Di"e_g;9 (12)2)., , . 

... ·. 

B •. This complaint does riof allege aviofatlon -0t:civlt·righ~ .fu ·fili.y fadividuai case ... Rather~ it alleges that 
the exttem~ ili\.rore of tb.es.e ,5t~tisfics !ilearly snow;s thatSan.Fraucisco';i; patteni.of drugJaw enfoi;ce~e:ri.t 

., r resu1~ ·in,. di,scrimination agafust you.tiger biackpeo;ple;. :particularly younger bla.ck wqmen, an,d exc~~siy~ 
1e~i~ii.~y toviardolder~ifilfos 1-vhose drug abuse iS cfriv.fu.g the Gity' silli¢it dmgJ.ise and dlstributlon. Ihese 
are, .l;ly f~r, the· rn,osf:i;::tcially <i:k.ir:eme .figures Thave 1)een ,for anY dty statewide. 

: ._. . . .·· ... 
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.SJSU l I-lUMAN RfGHTS 

A1tlfough Pteoi.s.e '.Wce-,by-:age :figures me-not 'aV:ailable fordties, San, Francisco ruxested .J;llOW juve.nil~ 
giJ:ls by-u1UJiber fa 2002 for diug J~lonies {83) fb.1ll1:. th~ city of.LosAngeles (74) or alljurll>dictiom ill 
}Uametia COU:ri.t.Y {32\ the latter of wJ:rioh have youth populaticJris.siX and tfu.:re funescbiglie:rtiian San 
E~11c.i:;;¢0, r~spectivefy. A.s se~, San FriU1c1scb' s mes1:$ .ate ciispro. porlibnately9~blacks, -

~ . . . . . . . 

1~ I :beheY:i5 San Erandsco's method of enforcmg drug kws'cDiistiiutes ar~ce-, gender"'.:. anci age~basecl 
~aung}i~s -tj.u~a.tioti thatis ur.d:<iir 011 tts. face aµg which pfilnag¢s the lives .dfyounk people vrhlle :failing 

. to, address the City's serious.diugabnse.·problem aiuong older age grciups; lasktha(t1iese_t8,Cia1 disparities 
-0,e exaplined anri that ·-fu~· city ptu:sue polides that :at,e mote eqqitable and effectfve in light of the age, 
r~ce, ~d gender chm:actewtics of it:;;· cfuig al:mse Probli:::iTu , · .. 

Milte.Males~ i>h~n. 
-:EJoqj.q1ogypepartJ:rf$nt: 
214 co1lege<E1ght 
l'I11jyersiiy c.>£ ¢illiforilla: 
. ; Santa Cruz'. Clf 95064 

- _1 • •• --- -' --.··--- .- ----

µ;i 9::11-426~.70~9 
.email t:nmales@eartblinlc.net 
:hom~pag_e. littp~:/Jlfooie.e~tbifoknetl~:riiillates 

·-! 

:'!-
·' 



Appendbl'll. fuil ns-t:ottannabfs ~j:iecftlC::Statutes Revieweii 
•.<'. • -

Class 

felQliY 

·_, 

Statute • bescnption 

·Cultlvatiod of mafiJtlanci 

:11358(d} HS/F Cufrivatfon_of marijuana with prlons. 
•;:;· 

'i13B~ HS/f 

.113!)9(C) HS/F fi.@ie.Ssie)11.ofmarijuana 'for. s~Je wrtf.\ prior~ 

· .ilo·s$.:esslon of inarljuana·fors~le ihvolitinKaperson age 2-d oryo unger .. 

t(anspor.tatlon,.S-aie an_d giyiJ1gaWay i)'ffn9rijua_r;ia 

'.1136D(a)(3) ~S/F 

. ii361(a) HS/F · -E:rili:i'loyment6famin'orfostiii or carryrriar!Ju~na .. 

. . . . . 

· 11362.'3Ja}(6):8S/F' . 'M~nufacb.i"r'img;concentrated canml'pls.us1qg:a\(o1a~lleso1ve11twf1:fi:0ubi 

· '1:I:~57(b}HS/M 

•ii3'57fb)(2) Hs/M 

= lic~ose~· :. 

:_,_ 

,, 

j:i:0sse:ssloJ1 ofmariJi:\ana mote tliani8.5~ra:m:s or concehtr~ted'canliabis 
more than fourtr:r~~s. . ·- . . - - . -· -· -· . 

• __ :.§ 

;P.ossesslon ofm:aF!Juana i8.5 grams or less at:school . ' . . . ... - -- ' - : ' ...... . 



· irifractfor:i 

i"• 

1i357( e) Hs/M 

1i~57'..5(a) HS/M 

11357.S(b} HS/M 

i13S8(cj HS/M 

h3s9{bJ Hs/M 

11360(a){2) HS/M 

i136Q(b)HSJM 

Possession ofmarijuanappon.grc:iu[lds ofkc.11 school 

~iellin& ofdistribytihg a sy~li~tic cann.abincM LOmpound 

Use or possessfon of a syli~h~tic; cannili:Jino1dcotnpotltid 1Nlth prior" 
offense 

Cultivation offnarijuaM 

:Ppssession qf marijuan<> f9r·s?le 

TTi'!riSptirtation of not mo:re than 28.s grams ofmanjuanq. ntherthan 
·· c.Gi:rcentrated cannabis 

1i3~2.3(a)(S)HS/M , :p:Osse~slbri gfmari]u<1nci'u:J5onsthbol gro1Jhds 

· l1357(a) HS/t 

: . . . . ' . 

• ;Possession ofrnarijuana whil~driliin~ 

dpei'atlr;ig a business Jn 'cult\va:tion :alii:Jrefall of n:i.arijuata pr{)dt1d:s 
· · wltf!outa per111it 

• :Pos5e5.?ioti ofri:i~tiJuanal,k~,gtams.btJess·gr,cofiq~ntfqtedt?iJJ\ajji~ 
fo.urgr!Jmsorl~ss 

ll3.57(b)l-1Sll • :Possf?ssion nf marijuana 28.S~rams or less 

. l1357{bJ(1)H~/I '· · l)/iljlofin poS:sessJoJ1 ofrr\arfJ~ana rrforethan28S grams or tonce.ntt;:ri::ed 

• ,tannab)s more.:th~oJ[Jurgranis 

,; '1i357(dj.}is/i ' Mihor in possession ofm~rjjuana '1E.S'grams.-Or less-at conc;ei:itrated 
· · ~i:inaoiS;four gram5orless'3t school 

.11357~5(1:iJ: HS/I 

.... ······ ············· ... . 

i;I3s's(a) HS/I 
:i - . ·-

Ct'J.lthiatiqn ofrnarijuana &ya·rni'no(uii:c,ier;rn .. 

. .. . ... . 

• 1i358(bj HS/I CUltivation of mai'ijaana by Bcpersoii between 18 and 2Gryears of age. 



11359(a1 HS/i 

113o6(a)(l) Hs/[ 

. , -. ;1116P(l:J}HS/! 

Po$ses:sion ofrti.c:irfjtianafor~ale by a minor Linder 18 

'Tran,s:porta'tion; sale and g\ylf:ig away ofmafui!anaby ~-minor under 18 

·"' 

Trahsportatioii of not morethari i8:S grams o:fmarr]uana other than 
·ccmce.htrated qinnab1S 

i136z;g{a)(l) HS/I Smokingrnarijuan'a in a prohiiiited puplicplace 

i1362:3(;;i){2) HS/l -· . Smoking marijuana whE)r~.tobacco is prohibited 

)1362,3{a){3) HS/I Srnokihg rnarij!-Jana within i,000 feet of a school 

.. . . .. . . . . 

. • :113623(a)(4)HS/l J>ossession ofah openi;on-tainet of'mari}uana whiie inavehlde 

2S_2,2,2(b) \fcjl , P~ssessiop uf marUµana.wh!Le driving 

•·. ;.:· 

:{ 
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J\ppendiX D .• E>dstingResource5 

.$anfrabclsc6bas (Mmerousexistiligresotfrcesth\:lt.Cahsefi(e as importanHciolsforEquity Applicants 
<:mcrthe existing industry, While this i~ j'lotm~:ntfo serve as an e){hciustive f.Dventcfry, this s~~tion _ 
provides background for existing PJ0!rtarns refetehcec.lintherepor.t These cire i:l'few.of the programs 
];fiat tan be leveraged to help ~reate a moii:dnclus1lie industry and eiisui'e ihesi.iceess of Equity 

Ap:pffcaiits. _ , --

Gehetaf Sllppqrtfro;,b f.he Office ofSmali Bilslness 
T'fl~;Office cif?n:i9Ll Bus]n'e5$ (bSB) an(j \be $,f.'B usiqess portal serve ~s a ~eotral point of i11fon:natiqn and 

assi5tarice fC>r small businesses and e_ntrepren~urs fO:c:ateci ln .Sanfranctscb i3ndprovJdes one-to-one 
i;:~s!:!Jna'i:iagem ent assistance 'includin1f ihformatio rt on f:eq'Ui fed.license ar:id pern1 its, techniCa I 
iissistance,ana other business:resources. 

The Q$frspedalizes in servicing business cll-e11ts tfrat are u-tifa.~Hiar or challenged by language rn 
U(lderWihdliig the bllsme5s_ regi.rlatory envirorih1¢ot'ahd caf) help navigate bt15lnes5 to technical servites 
maragedby ofherpoJtionsofQE\ND: arydser.vic;e P:r.ov:kle_rs,, ----

Business Assistcmce, .. __ _ __ _ _ ___ _ _ __ __ __ _ _ _ _ 

Of,fice of small s:usin,eSS§~rvir;;es:iqc,lu~:e·prov\djng potf:!nticiloperattlfS with a customiz~d i:he~klistfor 
starting a busJneS$; susihess Registratrdrrnetjuireriients; Susihe5$ Uc:enseC)nd Perm.itlrifo;~Zonrn_g & 
LanifUse Info·-~ Assjsti;ince;Teah11lca I Assistance Prmii_ders. ~Business ~upportf\DA Rf:'.qliin=!rpepts /arid 
Assessments; Business Clas~es ar\d\Norksl19ps; Lega_IR~scn.itc~ forfotr_epreneurs; Employer: Mandates-

. . . . - . 

t-Iirihg EJnpfoyees; BuTldirig Permit Proce?s bvervfovir; varioUs other Btisiness Resciutt::,e5 and Programs, 

teaatA.$~1$if;rn~· . . ....... ". : ~; . . . . · f, 
The Office of Smai'I lltrslness can also refertopr-o:g.r:amssucnas the san-rr~ncisw BarAssodatfon iawyer 

_, BE;ferra'l ?nd lrtforma'tfor:raf Seryice~~ Thls,co~.gs apJ)r_oxfrnatefy $35-for jo minQf~s-. _. ;,- .. • _ · 

Hilman BesourCf!sAssistan.cg 

The Office bf Small Bu,siQ~SGJD a)sd'refenq f~$OUrces $uch g~th~ C-alifoJJlia ~l!iplpyers Associatior1_,:a0 

notfc:H' prof1tetnployers:<fssotiat[on, - - , . , - -- - ·· 
.. ~~.:. 

b{;en/(ISF ; _ _ _--_ _ _____ .• -· _____ -•----_-. _________ ··- __ ·-- _____ _ 
__ Mayor kee:ha$._created Q.eeh itj . .SF_cinc:J set~'P-tia:t~y to s_Lfppqttt~~ $0,000 smail buslnes~estliatar.e at 
the core ofSanFranciscds identity, economy, and workfcirce, ahd to make-it easier fat San Franciscans 
t~ o-pen;operai:e_; otgrpWa s.r~~H busfn~~s;The ptogf<:l_rri is.an inieta'iency coilaboraticfrrthat prq~ioes 
(Utey;tseniiC:~sto ~ssi~ JrJ.diVidLialsin Sa_n Fr~h~isco \Alho atf!\IJo(l\ii'.igJhm:qgh.the permit!:fog pr~ces.s to ' 
•()peh a S.mall_,bus1ness,, ~---

First So[Jrce 
···. :> . 

This program foqLUre~ c~nn~l:if? bv~\nesseSto pqst ally riew ;~~try r~vefposit(ons with :San Francisco'~ 
workforce system before.posting posfdonspuhlidy through other platforms. The CitVs wotkfor~e 

~; 



-systen1 Ts a:r9bu.st,netll\fprl<ofcammunfty based otgilhiZ9t1ons~Job deveJoptne!lt !)rovJde:rs, ~hd ·• 
· vac;:ational train1n~ prograJns workin~ ptimarlly \/\Tith :unernpfoyed,. ·and~rempfoyed! and Jo\w-'incom·e san: 
:frahdscans. Paitidpants in the workforce system often.access th'is system hecat1sethey represent 
popl,llatiorwt.haf f1a\1e flistcir.ic~lly faced discf.iin1hatlon and dJsenfranchiseirumtand a'S a resl11fhrckthe 
prof~;i/Pri~ I hetwpfl<sthat ar.e so tritiCai to g~ injng a foothold In a t~f~er; Tlie. Workforce,~ystem.wprked 
wtt:ft civeF ir,ooopeople fa~fyear, 92% ofwhicbrepr~sented hoµsehcikfS·earnlnglessfhao5D%AJYtl· and 
37% 9fvyhi~h -w~:r~ Af ric~J1 AJ:na~kao/rhe wotkf.qn;:esyst~W targe:ts_ ;;pecifi¢ pqpulatio[is'fhat have 

, .. · W\tq!]e harrietsfo enipToyment, ·1nduding; fornierfy incarcerated ihdi\ilduals; veterans!, arid 'newtyarrfved · 
jmmlgrarits,,'fhese aretbeJndivic[ualstJianhg ~annabis industryhasm,ade.a,priority anq PY. 
·inc:qrporcJttng First.Sour~ f1ldng ptactfces intocr;ir1nabis bµsfne~ses; businesses have a dire,ct cormedion 
to thi:!Job seeRersthat if is lookfrJgJor. lrfSan Ft<ihcisco'strghtJabofmarket; Fkst-Source:offers,ah 
in\faluablep9olpfqµal,ifled entry-leve_!'talentthat sr;nall jjusin~§S~!:i,C:;;Jl}.S_trnggl~ to find. 

NiHgnb,orfwodP.ccess, points 
~fan fraridsccrfL1nc1s several Neighborhood arid Spetial)zep,Atc~_ss Poin~ in order to 'connect workforce 
'ie·fylc~StO spedfic comnfunitie~with a disproportipnate fote ofi.iliefuplO,yn:ient and/or poverty C!Dd for 

targeted p~9pulatjqns whQ f~ce.barrl~rs to employment. Th~ Ne1gfrborh9of!Ac:ces~ Poi.nts are 
cc:Jlnrnuhity~ based Workforci:; centers thatoffer p<irticliJan:ts~sup,port in ·~eeki,tig at:id cc).hr:tet!:ingto · 
employment. They a iso·partner'With neighhoHng buslhe:5ses witlilh -.a :ricilnmLi~ify in"orderto. can he: ct 
lo~al busfnesses\~yfotaljopseekers, TheSpecralized Access P-olrfts deliWr~i:istoJ:nized_Wodqo~ce s_eiylces· 
for populations who o.ftehJ~te barrier.s 1n finding emptdymef!t;fiicllJdit:i& a Re: Entry Access p.ofr1t,,to 
:address the specincj'ob readir:iess needs for ihdivLdqals who have ihterfacedw1th the crirnfnciljt..istice 

·BY7it~iii, i_n¢iudingi:]1t;isewJfh CC\nriabis-r~lated canv1ctJoris, C:niled:fvgjy, the?ewqrkfotc~ s.ervkes,furtbt:~ 
~~nd pip~llnes of q0alifted ¢a:ndidates'fo.ttralningarid ~inployrnent opportlinltles cind supporting· . . . ,. . .- . " . . ~· . . ·-
gb:iW.til~ i hd ustri es, as the m~tiJuana .sector; tn;S?fl Fra,ncisto,. 

,skfJJ aui/dib'fi.Pragrdms . -· 
HcispitalityAcademy,"''lhe.H9sp"jtalfty A~derriy is de'sigoea to eoordinate tra'i11lngw.itfi einployruent 
ppp_c)ftu11itie? 1ri ordert9supp:r?i:tthe grOwth of a diverse and viielf..:qµa1)fie<l hgspitallfy. sed(}f,wotkforce ,~ 
hi San Ftan'dsto. :tt makes targefoq trainings C!Vai,lable to prepare san:Ftandsco residents for' 

ernp!qyme·0c{9PP.P:rttm1t!~sJDthg:h9~µ:tfaUtyse_t,fot-'-from ,food prep<!rC!tion ~.nd gli,est?¢rvice~tq the 
rna,[hl:~naifce and s~t;'ui.+tynee.,c:ls thathospitalltvl:rµsines~es.rgquin;~; Tb~ tfospfralityAcademysm:ves.~~· 
fulfill the h1ringneeds "Dfho?pltality sector.employers With qµalified candidates that 9re }ob .ready, 
®.~se-~stJ1eskn:i~,~bcl ?bf!it1esta .bg ancittributet~the wsirk¥ari::Ei'. an~Jiqfcl I<nowletjge and ti.assionJar 

·the lridu:stry; Paftkipantssuccessf1.fnv.cohip:fotitigprqgrarnmffi$'frorn tlie. Hosp1taiityAcaclemyw6Ulct be 

f'ratytjif qc;ndlgate~~-for r.irt~Jf pb$.ltt9..11~;- t;a_rn1a.bfs fooq bUsinessgS.<!SWeJI 3,S SeGUf.iJ;y,guarc:f pbsitfQ,flS. 
. :?· ·, . . . 

~· 

tl:tyBuild AcagefTiy"alm.s· ttt mgefthe: demands ofthe C()nstrud:ionindµrtrY <fhd:qur dypa:rr)lt!.~C()tJomy by 
providing comprehens1\te pre:,apprehtiteshlp andC:otistruct!on adm1nistra.tiorr:train1hgtos-iin i=randsco 
tesidenfa'.CifyBuild begafr:fn ZCi06 as' an effortto .. cocirrlinate City-wide constructlor(tr~ining ~nd ' 
empioyrnentprograQis and Js <(clmihistered,by OE\.ft/Din partrier:?hip \.vith CiW CollegE! qf$:aJ'fFran¢(S:co; 

' '. . '. . . . . . . . ~ . . . . . . 



various ~OJ11rtitrhity non-profit ~rganizations,Jabon1n'ions, cind lt't.(;fast:ry e:mploytfrs. City,Build furthers 
'fhe 9ty's sddar]ustlce·and employment equity'~qals byrecruilingdisadvantagedJob:Seekers. who face-0r 
~ave qV~tc<'.J111e !Jarrfers:i:o em_pkiyment1 ltidytjlng formerly i('J"¢Eir¢er~tedworker.s i11c()1J1rnurlities. 
ne_gativ.eiy im:pacted bY:thefailed war oh drugs, CityBuffct &radU;:rt:es-wou.ld bs J1ijtura1 cat'ididci1;esfor 

manhine operatorpo_sitions wJt.hin the cannabis inciustryas vv~fl a~-the andll9ry lobsvii:itb ~onstructiorr 
.fflj)is bujldlng put new caril)aEifs businesse~alid at HVAdcompanies serving these busfnesses, taking 
lhtfraccoUnt em~rg1ngcannabi~.apprenticesbip pro~grarnss_uch CJS theLaborers1 f:oc~J 261 Cann·abls.··· 
Horticultural }'l.pprentkeshlp, with s<;ime time,;:il}cJ resouw''.: CifyBuild has the ·potential to exp;rnd and 
cre;;Jte new partiiershJps tp pfovJde pre~~ppr"$riticeshlp ahd a pro\lerH:lathway:fo empioVr:nenttor 
:workers rn the cultivation :Side ofthe indlistfyas wellj helping to ensure dlvetsity aiid.tedL1ce barriers to 
equitable opp_ortun!ty in the growfng canna5is industry: 

Hearth Care Academy .· . . 

The Health Care AcaderjfY is de!:\ignedtolmprovethe: responsi.Veness'ofth~ w~rl<forcesystern tomeet: 
the demands, ofthe•gp:i~ing fiealtl\ ~are industry. The h~9lth c~refndustrv h;:isbeen ideritifiec) both 

11a:tio.11alJy a fi.9 Jqcally as: a prlodty for w?rJ<l'orce Jnyestp~~nt gue hJ stc1bJ: and/o(increasing .depiand f~r 
MW Workers, rep\~ce_n}E;htof r~t)rees> and the .~eed fop;k\lfs (;1¢y~_fopment ln respdrise:to new 

techn()logles anp tr,~atr:n~nt optiqfis .. Because the ,bealtq c;:arEi..s~ctor:encon:ipasses occupation~ ill syt;h a 
Wide.variety pfse1:fing!> and re@iringv;;iriq4s lev~lspf eduqition.a.nd.SklJJ,Jtpresents .. eicellent' . 
6jipbltqniti¢~.foii ·q;.6~4 j;pettr~ hi of loc:§f jobs¢~ke~s. Wjt}ithe f\c:a dernv. off erjngbgtb £1inic~ I ~n q 
no1:1c:t;lfnii:aft~iriir~.bpp~ftunltfes; pat:thefshlp with the ·e~er!i1bgma~ijacma sector wquld enhC)nce ~­
Wqrfil'O:t(:e e:ffotfs fcir emP'loYwent opportunities as t~rou~h ph?r111:acy technician (fiH-andrefill 
marijuana presC:r!ptibnsj i:lnd patieritaccess reps (tlinicaLcustcmrer ser:vieerepresei:ifatives tha'tC1re 
tra1_11ed with ··P.roViding.s~rvice to those with:rn~~fcCJ[ ~bfldltlons); ., : . 

. ; .. . ' . . 

Apprentlceshf p Programs .·• ..... 
]\pJ:Jfgnticeshipi~)i me?n~~ofad.dressihgthewotkfotc~ n~ed$ of ollr c{ynarnkeccmorr:vs :cp.r'e and·· ·· · 
errierging industries byprovidrrrgpaid,. orFthe;.j9b training and a.structured pathway to career ' 

,<;idv9nceme11UPartfcip9nts in state-i:ertifigd aPPrenticeshiP program~ eqrnspeciftc:wa~es ~hdbep~fft:~ 
tliat fhctea~e as· ehiployrnenfJ19u"rs are accun:li:.llated,Jes[Jjting ln:the ·a:ttarnment of jdurney-[evel status 
ove.ra period that typically'rah~esfr'ohi'twotoJour yeai:s.A~prentfceship is a keyfouriifati,an of the 
C:itVsworkfqrtedey~lopmentstr~tE!gY; pariiCuiatlyvJith.fE!5p~cttqthe ponstructlpri andJeqhrolcigy 
sectors.- Sy in~e_sting In pri~·apprenticesh.ip programs slich ~idt,YBµ°na a:nd TechSF~ the office of .... 

E(:anptrik:and Workfprce.Dev~loprnent.provides an-opf.Jqfti:\nityfo; ecpno.rnlf:aUyctf~c:idy;:infag~, 
Jobseek,efs a od workers tii<1tface·9r ba.v1fc:n.iercdrhe barriers to eriiploymentfo become]oh ready and 
s~cure life ·skifls'before they be.come-an f!pptehtke. Partiierifitwith erripioyers ana· 1abprorgciruzatfons 
Wlthln ~;~p~i::;ifiq sed:qrfo cr9f~· a pre-apprent[ceship ~urriculurri ~1iows OE\ND to offerpte" 
ilpj:ifei:itice~hrp gratju_atesguar~J:lteed ci.r pr10dfy. aci:es.~ to !'IPP~nflceshfp .~nd the i::areer benefits tkal 
.awalta$ fheyworkto become jpurneyc-levet workers fntbeirf\el\;L tapadty ap(f re~aurceswrt_hfn·!'.)llJ. 
tr?inlng progtatn.s rnaytieed to b~ ev.C!Jucit¢d qepending·on: howt:hlslr}odeJ eyolves~· Policy framework 
for.such ca"hi:ipprentkeshlp pfograin .shouidbefobusterroughfo scafe;hut should also recogh1zefhe 
nafs:sa.nce oftliis industry a.ncl lac~ ofdatq for a-CcUrat~ preaictions related to job crea~lop. 



Clean Slate 
¢1e;n~!ate is 0c(progr~m1 oft~e $an Frnndsco Pui:iJit Pefenper's Offjce thatcap heip people "d~ari up" 
~li:ejr crirniili:il records.Th~wiJe c;f aases the Public Defe.ncier haridfes througfrthis pr:ogram fndudes: 
fxp9ngements0·(rnisdemearmr & felony convktionslncluding1 btrt nof.lJrnltedlo drunk driving1 theft, 
prdstit!Jtfoi); 'pl]l'gfary, drug offenses; dotne;ititVidlerice, tobbery~ and assault ~nd battery) and ' 
.Cef:tificafos bf RehabilifatToii such as state PriScin -Cases. 

fditf:fictnc~ qratnaote {Fc_o) 
The Falr Ci:\aric~ .Qrdin:arYc~ (FCO )wenf into eff~ct on,Attgi:lstJ:,3,2014 and regµJ~te? the u~e pfarr~st 
;:i.f.ict1.c:o11viCtio.f1 record~ 'i_n erripfoyn'iE!nt deQfsfonsf()r:cert;;ifr1 empfoyers,.afforda'ble housing providers; 
<Jnd City contrac.tprs; TRe F,CO. cippli~s to pdvate emp.loyers that a~e located ofdoihg bt1siness in $an . 
Ftanclsco,-and tnaterrtpkiy20 o! more ~ersonsworld~ide. ihis20-persoh threshold.includes owner(~), 
J;rian·agernent,abd S!Jg~rii(?()rlal f!rnployee~:)ob pJ~c~rnent, t¢fetra:l ageilde_s;.:rnd afo·er ei:ripTcJi/Xnent 
agl!hcies i:ire c:·9nsitlereB'enYpioyers. yoµ tan learn hibre aboutthe Fair Chance Ord.ihance here; 
htt'os://sfg6v;Org/Olse/5ltes/default/files/Fil'eeenter/Documents/12135~Fco%20FAQs%20Fiha[bdf .. · 

ffnanciaf Empowerment 
ihe.Offite: of Fin_andalEmpoWer'.ment(oFE')~ hciusecl Withihth.e. ofl'li:e;:ofthe:Tr-easurer;. designs; ·pi19fs 
al1i:Le&fiands'pro15rams a11.d pO-lkiesfh~t help law iiicorne famillesbuiRfaconomlcsectirity andjnbbiliD{. 
Progranis st:if=fra:s 5.rr:rart More.v qqa(:hJngiwhich provide one"on~q11efin;:inc:ial¢:6ac,hibg; could pe 
~xp3,uded tospeclftt~JIY s:ente the hee'ds ofc~n:iployees in the (:anr:ia~i.flhdusfry . 
.Smart JVleine:Y Coaching: piovfdes.freefinahcfal eoaching fo fowincome San'Frandscari~. 9~27 sltesln. 
parfuer?f}lp Wifh the Bt11!'19D ~~rvii:EO.S Ag~ncy; the J\i1?yofs Offl\!e df~ot151ng & community 

' Develophletit,,'the Offit:.e ofEconomrc andWqrkforce bev~fopnient and the HausingAuthorrfy; 
lnteg~ting q}achh:rgJnto existing 'so~fa1 .serv!ce·qb!Werv c'i\11 improv~ both finandal µnd programinatic0 

' . ' . .. ··- ' .. - ~ :• . '• . . - . . : - .. - . . - . . . . . . ' ' 

t/utco[ries~ a~'w~IJ as hglp s'Ga'le i:!. fifgJi:fq:Ucll coathf!i~ s_enrlce~ 

Otfrer 'Pfograms· aiiail~bfe.tci 'assist ernjJ[ci}'ees1nthef:ahnabJs irid.\htry indL.ide:. 

8 · '.Saveflife, an onlfoe_progt:am i:hat;reWat'ds'1riB.ivld11a[sfor conslstentlysayfog afleast$2b i=!ach: 
mqi;ri:h. T.h~r?r~grafo fo~t{fof6rnotith? a:nd$Ci:Yetst:an earn arnaxirnum of $60_.' 

• · .13Jit\k Ofr San Hantlsco he,lpsY~icierits·ac~ess saie~~fl;otdabie accounts -qtres~ohsible ~~nk$ ;;ind 
credit unfotrs. 

¢,(Jp;u:n;u_r.1lty $u!_iJness:Piio/ity Pipce$$fn.g :Pd:igfam 
The Pfanni11g Depaii:it\erit ha»sassehibled a desi$ifate--C:i staff tq help n;~\il@tethe:9pp(fcatfon process. ThE'l 

··'·Community Buslriess Prtority ProC:es,$ljig Program (cB3P)* stream.lines.the Cpnditronal Us!:! revlew 
ptqc~~sfcit cettaiiTsffit!H.~fid:mkh:ized. Business. ~ppHcaJions anti RtdVidesa.sim.j)1[fred and ~fficf ent 
system to get he!p you 6utthe dooffasforahd'qperi yotirbu:s!ness so-Oner. projects that quaiifyfpr: ana 
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enroJUn the cs~fp at.eguargpteed,a PlanQingCom111ission headng datewtthin 9o dayS,of filing.a 
i::ohiplete i;ippiio~tiOn, and plac~rrierit on the Consent Calendar. -Applicants for the <s3P must a) 
com.plete (fchecj~lis~ documenting eti'giqility forpcirticipation; b) co111pl~teth(:! tonditibti:al Us~ 
appffcatlon and provide associated m\'lterJais; cfconi:J(Jct a Pre-AppljcatfohMeeting prior: to filing; and d} 
'provide interfoiand :exterior photos, perResolution#19323.that estaqlishei:f the p.rogram.J:ertain 
lifT1li:aticms do gpply;and CB3P applications· are subject to the'same fever pf neighborhood notice, the 
same Planning Code p·ravlsions, a,nd the .Sam~ (if~pplicabfe}, CEQ.A revtew requtretnents;:and may still be 
~Pitted from Corisenf-to ~eguJar Calendar.ifrequeste:d by a Pli:wning Cor:nmjssionetormer:nbef. of th~ 
·.· blk. ' pu -
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Appendix E'.. Truration: Statestruchire&lteview ofdthei.Jurisdktiohs' T?;! Structures 

New .can11abis taxes ·hav~ als6beeiiauthotlzed underPropositiQn 64~ All ¢ahnabisfs .Si.lbjettfo a 15 

peic:8nf state.excise tax and [otcil gov.ernments may also levy their own excise taxes. Stci_ndard sales 
tiur~:ia;ppJv 9swell, although medldn~I cqnhabis isex;etnpt fron1'$afe.sta){es; further, the'state. Vvlll 
co.llecttaxes fro'[h cliltivators at a rate i:Jf $9'.25/oz forcannabfs flowers and$2.75/az·for feaves. state tax 
tevenuewrJr·fundCcih.nabiHelated <;idrrHnisfrativ_e·anq.enforcemi::rrt<JCtivitit?.as·wen ~.new Pfi:Jgrams fo 

S:iXpp9·rt Jaw ~nfcircernent; ~nyirohme't1ta,l-lfhpact mitigation o(c:ail11abis c1.Jltiva:t\oli! trniv~rc5Itv resear~h,. 
and community reinvestment grants. 

Aritidpatingtfie passage· of Prop~ 64; (:ivef30 cif]esEnd to unties iri Canfornfa put cannabis tax measures 
before votersJasf Noveml:Jer; andneqdy all of these rn~asures pci.ssect Ih<= average tocal t~:><ra±e on 
.cannabis .i~-9r<J·~n.d 10 pen:ent~whi~h fsJQadditfon to the state'stax-Of15 p.ercent. . . . .. . .... 

Jn some cities.; th_e fax ls yariabf e,.Jn San Diego, fo1''insta11ce, the rc:itestarts aJ.5 percent, fricreas{;Os to 8 

perce_ritiri io19:; and City Cciuridlis ai,tthodzed t~'lncreasethe tax;byrirdinahce to a.maxirrium ;IS 

w,ercent, ln tb~:tfty {)flps Angeles, voters approved a i!:i percent t.ax ob ci91JJt-11s~ c;SlnrrabiS';;Qld at retciil 
stores, a 5 petce.rittax on meditincrl.canriabls, and le5ser ta){ es, 6i:i-.hoh-.reta11 eanh;;ibis_ busirie.Ssesl su:d1 
'.as festing and m:cifi!.if~durihgi AIJ tiewlocal.taxesthafhave passed since November 2016 are geheiaJ 
ft:tnd.t(l)(es;Jf1ean1ng'taxrevefitie will support geneJaLservicesrn ceachdty 01 co;l.!DtYiYatherthab § 

{{~#icatedfundwith spedficspendingfoql!irem~nts. 
. . . 

lOtaliy,;-theC.itlesof S:<Jh Jose, dciktarrd, an(J'Berke!ey have leVied taxes o,n Ganhabissales·srnce .2010, 
although priorlo Proposition 64, faxes i:ihJyappliedto me-diciriakcannal:Jis. Eacn of these dtfes wiff ·fax 
adult.~u:se ¢annabiS at1Q percentJno:akland aridJ3°e:rkeley; J:ne.didnal cann~qis ista)<ed ;;it loyJer rates. 

Whlie '.san,;r=randsco do.es noicurrentry tax cannal)lslJeyondth~ st9_ngarg ,sal~siax~ for;:al, 9ffir;:iaJs.anci 
members of t.bepu.PIJc are beglnniogto .c:anvenetadecict~,<?.n3t~X.filea:si.u~~-to P:Lit oef'on~·vQte-rs in an 
upcoming election. 
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I. Executive Summary 
On September 5, 2.017, the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Ordinance No.170859, creating the 
Office of Cannabis and defining the Office's responslbilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of 
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis, the· Department of Public Health and the Controller's 
Office deliver to them and the Mayor no later than November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs 
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing recommendations regarding policy 
options that would (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, (B) ensure 
medical cannabis patients continue to receive hlgh~quality, appropriate care and (C) providing 
uninterrupted access to medical cannabis patients. 

This report studies the current state of medical access in San Francisco, provides background on the 
Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community, 
and provides feedback given to the Citythrough focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health. 
Fin;;illy, the report makes various recommendations for the City's consideration. 

II. Introduction 

California Medical Cannabis Polley 
In 1996, California became the first state in the U.S. to legalize medical cannabis, legalization resulted 
from passage of Proposition 215, the Compassionate Use Act, which was incorporated into Cal.ifornia's 
Health and Safety Code (Sec. 11362.S). Its purpose was to a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the 
right to obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and 
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person's health would benefit from 
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma, 
arthritis, migraine, or any other illness for which marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patients 
and their primary caregivers who obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes upon the 
retommendation of a physician are not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction. 

Senate Bill 420 followed almost a decade later to prescribe personal cultivation and possession limits and 
establish the right of quallfied patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 
c;ultivatlon and distribution of cannabis, among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabis access 
and created city and county"based systems across the State. 

Between 2003 and 2015, the commercial cannabis industry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
until 2015 and the passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established 
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries (''AB-243, Medical Marijuana" 2015). 
Originally set to take effect on January 1, 2016, the Medical Marijuana Regulation and s·afety Act was 
amended via the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece of 
legislature aimed to incorporate stronger environmental protection policies within a comprehensive 
licensing system ("SB-643, Medical Marijuana" 2016). 

2 



On November8, 20161 California voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), 
legallzlng the distribution, sale, and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medl~al 
Marijuana Regulatfon and Safety Act (MM RSA) of 2015. In 2017, California sought to create one regulatory 
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this last June, Governor Jerry Brown signed the 
Medicinal and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation an,!=! Safety Act (MAUCRSA)· int.a law, reconciling the 
differences between AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crucial step towards developing a regulatory 
frameworkto facilitate a for-profit cannabis sector for both medicinal and adult-use. 

San Ftdnc!sco 
In 1991, San Francisco voters passed Proposition P, Hemp Medication, Which asked whether or not San 

Francisco would recommend that the State of Californla·and the California Medical Associa.tion restore 

"hemp medical preparations" to California's official list of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters 

1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes 

from physicians and cited scientific institutions in arguing for cannabis' medical benefits (Office of the 

Registrar of Voters 1991). Voters approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote (San Francisco 

Public Library 2017). 

In 1999, San Frcincisco's Healtj1 Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99, "Supporting the Development 

and Implementation of a Voluntary Medical Cannabis Identification Card Program" (San. Francisco 

Department of Public Hefl!th 2000).Thls reso.lutlon supporteq the development of an identification card 

program for medical cannabis for individuals who qualified underthe Compassionate Use Act as patients 

or primary cciregivers. In 2000, the Board of SL!penii:sots formally crecited ·San Francisco's current 

identification program for medical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000)_. 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution No. 01-2006, declaring San Francisco to 

be a "Sanctuary for· Medical Cannabis (San Fran.ctsco Board 6f Supervisors 2005). they also urged: 

California law enforcement arid regulatory agencies to av.aid harassing, arresting and prosecuting 
physicians, dispensaries, patients or caregivers who complied with the Compassionate Use Act. 

In 2002, the Board of Supervisors place.cl Proposition S, titled "Medical Marlfuana," on the ballot. The 

proposition was a declaration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City 

Attorney, and Department of Public HeaJth·to explore the posslbillty of cre<1ting a program to grow and 

distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002}. Proposition s. passed with approximately 

6:?.% of the vote (San Francisco Pub tic Library 2017). 

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 64-051 "Zoning - Interim Moratorium on 

Medical Cannabis Dispensaries'' (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005); The ordinance expressed 

concern over the significant increase in the numberof lnc:lividuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical 

cannabis identlfli,:ation program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2,200 Individuals registered ... ahd 

3 



there are now over 5,000 or 7,000 individuals enrolled" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005}. The 

ordinance acknowledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis 
dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unanim9usly passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health Code, which provides codes, rules, regulations, and operating proce'clures for medical cannabis 

dispensar1Eis (San Francisco Department.of Public Health 2005). 

As of.November 1, 2017, there were 46 licensed dispensaries in the City and County of San Francisco. 
Though the Department of Public Health has hlstorlcally been responsible for the dispensary permitting 
process. Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco's "Budget and Appropriation Ordinance" 
for the Fiscal Year 2017-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating 
various city departments and state agencies efforts to comprehensively regulate medfcal and adult-use 
commercial cannabis activity in 2018. 

· Ill. Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program 
The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana ldentificatibn Gard Program 
(MMICP) .t creates a State-authorized. medical marijuana identification card (MMIC) along with a registry 
database. for card holders (i.e. qualified patients and primary caregivers), The card provides legal 
justification for the possession and use of medical cannabis in California, but the card program Is 
voluntary, meaning not evetyone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one. 
Individuals and/or primary caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of 
residency, and the San_Fran~isco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
this process at the county level. 

A, Application Process 
It is important to note that the State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH 
retains any personal; demographic, or medical Information of program appliccints and/or card-holders. 

· The identifying and medical information that applicants provide as part of the State application process is 
returned to the applicant at the time the card is Issued. The only information maintained at the county 

· level are the unique identifier that the State assigns to every card holder and the card's expiration date . 

. B. Co1mty-Level Medieal Marijuana Identification Card Program Data 

In terms of number of cards issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health 
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure 1), the San Francisco Department 
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards-one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This is 
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card 

1 See CDPH Medical Marijuana· Identification Card Program report, available at 
.!illfis ://www. cd ph. ca .gov /Progra rns/CHSJ/CDP H%20 Docurnent%2 Dlibra ry/M M PCo un ty%20Ca rd%20Co unt%2 OSep 
tember%202Dl7-18revADA.pdf. 
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must pe re-issued on an annual basts. It Is also important to note the fluctuation In number of card holders 
over time, with 3,975 carc:Js Issued in fiscal year 2007, 1,63,8 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year 
2016, and 580 cards in fiscal year 2017. 

Figure 1. Number ofMMIC Cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year 

Flgllre 1: Number OF MMIC Cards Issued IN San Francisco County BY Fisrnl_Year 
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*FiScalYear 1017-18 reflects the numbe·r of cards issued through September 2017. 

c. Medical Marijuana ldentlficatron.Card Holder Data 
As mentioned earlier, the county does not retain general demographic Information of applicants or card­
holders. One data point that is available to SFDPH is the number of card holders that have requested a 
card fee reduction as a Medi~Cal program beneficiary. Per State law, Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50% 

reduction in the fee for the State identification card.2 The current amount is x'. 

This information Is useful because It provides insight into affordability questions for medical cannabis 
patient~ in San Francisco, since the Medi-Cal program ·serves low-income ihdividuals and families. In 

general, individuals and families with annual Incomes at or below 138 percent of the Federal Poverty level 
qualify for the program. Figure 2 below3 provides more information about income levels at 138 percent 

· of the Federal Poverty LeveL 

2 The full fee for each card in San Francisco County is currently $100, with Medl,Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the cost down to $50 doll;m. See also California Health and Safety Code Section 11362.755. 
3 Ca(ifo~nla Department of Health Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/ser.vices/medi-
cal/Pages/DoYouQualifyForMedl-Cal.asQ)i. . 

s 



Figure 2. Callfornla Medi-Cal Income Eligibility 

Family Size 138% Poverty Level 
1 16,39S 

2 21,108 

2 Adults 22,108 
3 27,821 

4 33,534 
5 39,248 
6 44,961 
7 50,688 
8 56,429 
9 62,169 

.10. 67,9.:J.O 
11 73,651 
12 79,392 
Each Additional Persen Add 5,741 

Figure .3 below4 shows the proportion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee 
reduction based on Medi-cal eligibility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017. The figure shows 
that over the past few fiscal ye<:irs, over half of all card holders In San Francisco made such requests. 

Figure 3. Proportion of MMIC card Holders Requesting Fee Redui;tfon Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility 
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IV. Focus Group Narratives 

A. Methodolo~y 

ln order to provide the City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the 
medical cannabis cost and affordability landscapes, the Department of Public Health conducted three 
separate focus groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to 
alleviate those concerns. Where individuals were unable to participate in person, the Department 
collected responses via phone and email. Over three focus group sessions, the Department interviewed 
sixteen individuals. 

The' focus groups included representatives from the below stakeholder categories, and Department of 
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orientation within each focus group. 

' Medical cannabis patients 
• Medical. cannabis patient advocates 
• Medical cannabis business owners - storefront and delivery only 
• Public policy experts 

As part of the discussions, focus group participants also noted their experiences with homelessness, living 
with HIV, behavioral health. lssuesi living with a disability, and past military service. It ls also important to 
notethatmahy focus gr9up partiCipants felt they repre!:!ented more than one category above. 

Each focus group discussed the following questions:· 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reactfngto State and Ideal 
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. What. ls the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new 
medical cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into 
the discussion? 

. 3.. What is the general feeling among patients about the State .medical cannabis identification 
card? Do people generally know how to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated 
with obtaining ft? 

4. Do you have Ideas and suggestions about how the City could address concerns you've 
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San 
Francisco? 

The following information, in no partlclilar order, ls a compilation of the main discussion pol1:1ts from all 
focus groups, and where there was general consensus or agreement across focus groups, it is noted. 
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B. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions a.nd Concerns: Focus Group Responses ___ _ 

1.. In your experience, how is the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local 
changes to the medical cannabis regulatory framework? 

2. What is the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis in the new regulatory 
market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into the discussion? 

----------·---

Responses to the above c:jLfesticins are noted below. 

Preserving San Francisco's Compassionate Care Model. Focus group participants affirmed that patients 
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugs, a harm reduction tool, and as an imp~rtant treatment 
option for a wide variety of conditions, and thattheState and City needed to appropriately recognize this 
as a significant benefit to individuals with medical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical 
cannabis structure and future a·dult use system would .not have been possible without the steadfast 
dedication of the current med!tal cannabls community, and, for that reason, the City should.elevate those 
needs: 

With regard to the current and future. landscapes, one participant noted that patients are currently 
benefitting frqm an ·increase Jn avallable products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and 
iowered prices due to increa'sed market competition, further noting that in the newly regulated market, 
patients can also expect to b'enefit further from· guide.fines designed to make cannabis and cannabis 
products safor~ This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also 
apprehensive and uncertain about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and 
how new regulations Will affect the medical cannabis market, specifically. This individual believed that 
the.se feelings would remain until Stt)te and local. medical and adult use legislation and regulations are 
finalized, and that the longer that process takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will 
experience. 

One overarching concern across focus groups was that current State law5 does not allow for 
compassionate care to continue in San Francisco In the way that patients have accessed It in the past, 
access it currently, and envision It for the future. Focus group members felt that if this issue is not 
addressed, the City runs the risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting participant 
noted that,. though the pending State medical and adult use cannabis regulatory systems should be 
streamlined wherever possible for effic;lency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical 
c.anm~pls markets shemld differ significantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

• Cost for Patients. Participants in each focus group highllghted the Issue of cost for patients in 
the newly regulated medical carinabismar.ket1 especially for low-income and indigent patients, 
immobile patients, and those experiencing hom13lessness. To some participants, the cost of 

s These concerns would also apply to any provisions Within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the 
rele11ant State law provisions. 
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medical Gannabis is already at unaffordable levels for many, and patients and patient 
a<:lvocates in each focus group were concerned about the ablllty for them to access the market 
in the face ofnew State and local regulations, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to corn;umers. There was also concern about the added burden of State and (possible) local 
taxation structures, According to some, patients generally prefer regulated, iab-tested medical 
cannabis, but oril:l serious consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the ill!cit 
market, where medke1I cannabis would likely be cheaper, State law does exempt medical 
cannabis patients with the aforementioned State-issued card.from State sales tax,6 but there 
was consensus across focus groups that this exemption does not go far enough to reduce cost 
barriers for patients. 

• Prohibition against Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the 
glving·aiNay of cannabis and cannabis products as part of a business promotion or commercial 
actlvlty.7 This has been Interpreted to disallow the giV1ng of cannabis samples and 
cannabis/cannabis products at discounted or no cost to Individual consumers and/or other 
businesses, which are current practices in San Francisco's medical cannabis market. 

· Partldpahts across the focus groups were strongly opposed to these State law provi$ions since, 
according to them, such practices are critical for maintaining a functional compassionate care 
program. For example! patients rely on samples to test products In hopes of finding one that 
alleviates symptoms, and it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase 
each item at full price at the outset. 

Further, State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis products be tagged with a 
unique Identifier, known as a "track and trace" system.8 There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local poliey allowing for donations or samples, since those cannabis items 
would not be moving through the commercial system the way State law currently envisions. 
For example, some medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and 
cannabis product donations that they then d.istribute to patients, and such a track and trace 
system would deter those donors from continuing a practice that, in their view, facilitates 
continued and affordable access fpr low~income patients, 

• Phased Elltninatlon of the Collective/Cooperative Model. In establishing a State--regulated 
medical cannabis market, State law . also eventually phases out the current 
collective/cooperative .medical cannabis model.9 According to focus group participants, this 
would eliminate a critical community-sharing element of San Francisco's current 
compassionate care practices. 

6 The Adult U~e ofMarijmm;:i Act- Proposition 64, Section 34011. 
7 Medic!11al and Adult-Use Cannab[s Regulation and Safety A<:t (MAUCRSA) Section 26153. 
8 The Adult Use of Marijuana Act - Proposition 64, Section 26170. 
9 Medical and Adult-Use cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 11362.775 
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• · Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannalJis product TMC 
content to 10 milligrams per $ervlng size in both the medical and adult use markets,10 and 
previously proposed State regulations11 limited the total TMC amount per package to 100 

milligrams.The proposed State regulattons also placed a 1,000-milllgram THC 11mit on non­
edlble cannabis products in both markets.12 Focus group participants identified two main 
problems 'with this approach. First; there is often a need for. patients to consume higher 
dosages than individuals in the adult use market because medical condition treatment plans 
and cannabis metabolism rates differ per lndivldual, and, since State law do!;!s not currently 
allow for patients to obtain cannabis at little to no cost, this !Imitation would require patients 
to purchase multiple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive. 
Second, some participants noted thatthe pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit 
the types of edible cannabis products that cari be produced, which they felt would provide 
piimarily for preservative-heavy and sugar-laden products1 lead to high caloric intake among 
patients if they must consume. multiple servings,.and cre<1te . .potential health issues as a result. 

• Cannabis Lic~nse Fees. Some focus group participants cited State and (possible) local qmnabfs 
permit fees13 as a potential cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to 

continue providing canna\:lis and services to low-income patients ih San Francisco. 

• Medical Cannabis for Patients Under 18. State law currently prohibits the production of 
can.n;:ibis products that are considered appealing to children.14 Focus group participants noted 
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed 
to make consumption palatable for them. 

Lack of Oedicated Consumption Spaces for Patients. All focus groups noted that, for medical cannabis 
patients1 ~onsuming their medicine is often a social experience that is important for the healing 
process, and that the.re were not enough existing spaces in San Franclsco for this purpose •. 

Driving Under the Influence JJetetminations. There was concern in one focus group about the process 
the State and City will undertake in determining-Whether an individual is driving under the influence. 
A process that considers onlywhet~er THC Is present in the system, ahd not whether driving is actually 

.to Mei;liclnal and Adult-Use cannabis Regulation and Safety Act {MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c). 
11 See California Department of Public Health.Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/PrograimitEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Cornrnents%2Qi!:In 
al%20on%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
12 See California Department of Public Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
hltRs://www.cdph.ca.gov/Prograrns/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Ubrary/Cannabis%20Cornments%20fFin 
al%20on%20CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf; 
13 Local cannabis permit fees have not yet been determined, but focus group participants thought they would likely 
be a cost barrfe:r ohce established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee. 
14 Mediclnal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c). 
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impaired as a result, Wlll negatively affect patients, especially those who require relatively high THC 
doses as pa rt of their treatment plans. 

Safe Consumption infor.matlon for Patients. Meeting participants noted that safe. consumption 
information currently varied across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe 
patient consumptibn pra¢tices. 

c. State'Medical Cannabis Identification Card - Focus Group Responses 
--~---~ J 3. What is the general feeling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people 

generally !mow hoW'to apply, where to get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it? · . 

Respom;es to the above qtiestions are noted below; 

There was general consensus across focus groups that many patients in San Francisco are currently 
unaware of the State .c~~d p.ro~ram and/or Mw to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current 
bu.sinesses were not appropriately applying the St.ate sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients 
who possess the card, and that this would likely continue without widespread education about the 
program for business owners, their· employees and medical cannabis patients. One particlpant suggested 
that the Health Department lead this. educational effort ahd increase accessibility by also educating 
providers that cjo not «;:omrnonly ihtera~t with medical cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program guldeUnes1 and developing Informational materials for display at dispensaries and doctors' 
offices. 

With the onset of adult use commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical 
cannabis patients may bypass the medical market and Instead obtain canhabis in the adult use market 
due to public stigma. surrounding medical cannabis Lise, as well as misconceptions about the type of 
information that ls:stored within the medical cannabis identlflcation program database and how that may 
affect curr~nt/future employment opportuT1ities and the ability to purchase a firearm.15 

In contrast, one participant noted thcit it was difficult to predict the effect of the adult use market on the 
MMIC program, but suggested that Increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of 
San ~randsco~based adult use retailers in early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card 
utilization. Others feit that adult use legalization and consumption would have a positive effect on the, 
medical market and card utillzation1 since more people Would be comfortable with cannabis use in. 
general. 

15 The Bureau of.Alcohol, Tobacco1 Firearms and Explosives issued a memorand4mto aH firearms licensees In 2011 
clarifying that fed.er(!l law prohibits unlawful users of controlled ~ubstances, as defined by the federal Controlled 
Substances Act; from receiving or possessing firearms or ammunition. See Burea~ memorandum, available at 
http ://71, 11. 3.134/sha re/PDF/.ATFOpenL~l;.t!;!r092111.pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Suggestions - Focus Group Responses 
--~-1 ' •• · 1~· :; Do you have Ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've 

tr)ent'.oned.? For eXatr)p]e, what would the elements qf a compassionate care program be in San 
Francisco? 

_. -- ----·--·-··-------·--· --~----·--·-··----------

Responses to the above questions are noted below. 

City Advocacy at -the State Level .to Preserve Current Compassionate Care Programs. Each focus group 
highlighted the ne.ed for the <:;ity to advocate at the State level to allow: 

• . businesses to provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted 
cost to medical cannabis pa~ients 

• e111onymous donations to tompassiona,te care locations 
• businesses to produce high dosage products for medical cannabls patients 

Focus group paitlcipants felt that such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue In the City 
in Its current form. 

Establish a Citywide. Compassionate Care Program. Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advocacy, focus group parilclpants tho1.1ghtthe City could creat~ a program with the following possible 
characteristics_: 

Program Eligibility Crlterta. Usihg income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with 
medical cannabis need who are enrolled in Medi-Cal (or would qualify if they applied), low-income 

' ' 

seniors (i.e. individuals over 50), Immobile patients, and veterans would qualify for the City 
program. To capture as many indivlduals as possible, the City i:;ould also consider enrollment in 
other existing programs s!;!rving low~lncome San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care 
program eliglbilitY. To limit the risk of federal intervention and adverse consequences for patients 
who receive federal assistance, the City could use the. curr.ent MMIC application process as a 
n~cord retention model. Focus. group participants also hig~lighted the importance of dlscretion 
and preservingthi:i COhfidentialiiy Of those aCCE:!SSlng the program. 
·Program Elements. Focus groups put forth the following possiblllties: 

o Program participants would be able to purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
cannabis product at cost of production. 

o Program participants would be able to access current compassionate care services at 
individual medical cannabis dispensaries; e;g. samples, cannabis and cannabis products at 
little to no cqst. 

o San Francisco could create event permits for compassionate care events across the City, 
where patients and businesses could provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis 
products, and provide free or discounted cannabis to program participants. 
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o S<rn. Francisco cotJld.· allow ·current inedlc;;il c:annabis colleetive/c;ooper~tive .businesses to 
continue their operations as they currenW exist. 

o Any reduced !';bstpolicies the City estal;>lishes for patients would also apply to adult use· 
cannabis and cannabis·products, 

o Some participants spe.clflcaJly referenced a 2007 San Francisco Board of .Supervisors 
. resolutiori16 that encot1raged can_~abis dispensaries to estab.llsh compassionate care 
pro;grams; noting that it already includes many principles that the City could codify 
Citywide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citywide. Compassionate Care Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis 
Identification card, a. county-based card could be issued to Individuals who qualify for the 
program. Some focus group participants re.forented a previous San Francisco county medical 
cannabis identification card.program that was deactivated With the establishment of the State­
issued. card, suggesting that the Cit/s card program could. be reactivated for this purpose. Focus 
group members:also felt the card should pe Issued at little tc:i no cost to program participants. 

Progr.~ln Funding'Metha,nisms, Foe.us groµp partid'pants suggested that a fund be established to 
support the City's Compa·sslonate ca·re program in wh!ltever form{s) it eventually takes. Due to 
the inability for many cannabis businesses to access ban:klng services, it was advised that the City 
ore~te the fund and th;;it a stakeholder group that inclwc!es cannabis businesses oversee the fund's 
revenue al!ocatfoh prot~ss. some fo!';us group participants suggested that the fund also be used 
to subsidize the licensing'fees for compassionate care businesses'and/or the operating costs of a· 
compassionate care. comml.lnity. center· suggesteq elsewhere in thi.s report. Focus groups 
suggested three ma'ih fun:ding mechanisms.: ' ' 

o Ro1.1nd~l.fp Me.chi:trJtSm. At the poiht of sale in either the medical or adult use markets, 
consumers could choose to donate to the fund by!1rounding up".the cost of their purchase. 
For e){ample, if a consumer purchased a canha_bis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
coll.Id be .rounde.d. up to 50 .dollars, With the remaining three dollars donated to the 
program. 

o Busines$ contribu~iqns, Under. this model, cannapis businesses would qe required to set 
aside a portion of their profits to fund the program, orthe City could instead make such 
contributions voluntary, Sbme partidpants preferred a v9luntary optton to a mandated 
cohtrifmtiori. 

o , Business Program StartUp Funds. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
irnmedi!'lte funding for the program, with the c;ity then assuming responsibility for 
continued funding after the initial contribution. . , 

16 See San Fra.nclsco Bo'ai'd of SQpervisors 2007 R1:1solutio~n l.lrglhg Medic;al Canha.bis Dispensaries to Implement 
Compassionate Care Programs :to S1:1rye Low and N0 Income P!ittents, available at 
http://sfbos.org/f tp/u pload ed files/bdsupvrsLreso I u tio n s07 /r0623-07 .pdf. 
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City Ac;/vQcacy a.t th~ State· Level to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of 
discussion, focus group participants highlighted other areas where advocacy _would be needed to 
further support compassionate care goals. 

o · Exempt o/fedicafcann'Gbls Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax 
exemption for .medical cannabis cultivators would incentivize them to donate to 
compassionate care programs and increase· cannabis availabillty for ~atients. 

b ·Donate Seized Cannabis and Cannabis Products to Compassionate Care Programs. When 
cannabiS is seized as a result of law enforcement intervention, some focus group 
participants felt tt should not be destroyed. Rather1 lt could be donated to the City's 
compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients. 

o . Create Canhab/$ Product Exemption for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City 
should allow cannabis products that may be appealing to chlldren to be provided forthose 
with medic:a·I need. 

o expand the typ~s of cannabis products to Include. healthier options. 
o Discourage the narrowing of qualifying conditions. The Ctty should view individual 

interactions between patients and physicians as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether meqital cann.abis use is warranted: 

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
program pqrticlpants. 

Establish a Mi.mlclpal Growing framework. Some.focus group participants felt the City should consider 
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost to patients. City voters passed 
Propositi'on S· iri 2002, 17 which urged the City to explore this option, and the aforementioned focus 
group participants would support further discussion and action on thls issue. 

Create Addftional Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for 
· additionalmi:idical cannabis consumption {i.e. smoking, vaping and product ingestion/use) locations 

in the City, especially if federal law continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some 
participants 9dvocated for separate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-based 
environment for p;;itients, adding thi3t.such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in 
order to acGess the consumption area. Others underscored the need for community centers where 
patients Cqrl both consume their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities, 
suggesting that the City reserve spaces in the City where such community centers can thrive and 
subsidize operational costs for those centers. 

P See Proposition S language and ballot,results at.https:Usfol.org/pdf/maln/gic/elections/NovemberS 2002.pdf 
.and bttps://sfpl.org/index.php?pg=2000027201&propid=1683. 
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Pri6titlz(!De/)very Servi<fe.s. fprmany immobile patients1 medical cannabis delivery. services are critical 
and should be priorltiz_edwithin the City's cc;irinabi.s regulatory framework. 

Reinstate· Hisfof.ica/ Compassionate Care Locations; Ac~ording to some focus group participants, a 
number of comp<J.ssionate care locations were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability. to thrivi;i. within the City's Medical Gannabls Act (Article 33)' framework. Those participants 
felt the City should assistthese businesses In re-establishing themselves in San Francisco in order to 
strengthen the compassionate care network. 

Reduce Fee}or State Ml3dlaal Cannabis ldeotification card. To Increase affordability, the City should 
lower the cur,rent cost.of the State~lssued medical cannabis id.entifkation card. 

Establlsh Pat)~nt Advisory Con;iinittee. The City should establis.h an advisory committee, consisting 
primarily of.a divers.e s$t of m~dical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process 
of establtshing and maintaining a compassionate care program. 

Education for Patients and Recommending Physicians. Safe consumption Information should be 
9i$tributed to patient!i1 and this Information should be standardized across dlspensar1es and 
compassionate care loqr,itions in the: City. Physicians must also be. properly educated about how to 
provide cannabis recommendations'that allow dispensaries.to provide the correct cannabis treatment 
optiq11s, 

A Sl!ccessful C9mpqssi6hF1te C;;1r;e Frarnewo.rk in San Francisco~ Focus Group Responses 
. . . ' 

Focus g,roups also discussed the ·need to ensure that San Francisco's compassionate care framework Is 
successful, .and made the following suggestlpns for howsuccess could be defined: 

• Patients. with Real Medical Nee.d are Able to Access Cannabis. at Affordable Cost. Here, focus 
group .partidpants advised the City to e.stabll'sh a r.obust educational campaign for the 
c;ompasslonate care prograf11 thCJt uses a varie~y of cornmunl.cation outlets, including· television, 
ra,qio, and newsprint, to prornot!;! the prqgram and ens·ure thi;it there Is widespread and far­
reachirig patient participation. Participants also su,ggested that the City develop a survey that 
wouiq provide useful :fE)edba¢k for the City as to medical cannabis. accessibility; F..inc11ly, it wa.s 
sug~ested that the City-.ci.'lbsider mf;lchanisms to prevent abuse of the program and hence ensure 
that patients with actualneed are able.to easily participate. 

• Cannabis B.usinesses. of Varying Size are Able to Participate in the Program. In this regard, one 
participant encouraged the City to consider the impact of any compassionate care program 
r:eqvirements (:Jn businesses' of varying. size ;;:mcl .avoid creating a system that rewards non­
compliance or places an undue burden on smaller businesses that will find it more difficult to 
absorb the cost of new State. and lbcal .. medi(;al CC!Mabis busin$s5 reg4lations. That individual 
went on to note .that 'establishing .a compassiom1te care program would likely be an iterative 
process, since there is uncertainty at the .moment about how the adult use market will fare in 
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San Francisco; so transparency. about the program and how businesses can comply will be critical, 
espe:ciauy during the in!tial Implementation period. 

Some focus group participants felt that the aforementioned patient advisory committee could be tasked 
with providing ongoing guidance to the City In this area .. 

V. Findings & Recommendations 
Based on Focus Group comments and concerns raised In the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the following, and makes associated recommendations: 

Finding 1- Continued Access to Medical Cannabis: The City has a long history of providing medical 
cannabis to patients, and this·access to should continue in 2018 and beyond. 

R~comniendation: 
A. The City should require all. retailers to maintciih medical use.as a condition of their permit. 
B. The City should further prioritize permit processing for medical only applicants. 

Finding 2 ~ Cost<;oncerns;There are concerns that patients, particularly low income and indigent 
patients, will not be able to afford medi.cal cannabis. 

Recommendatlon: 
A. Compass!On programs should b<;i targeted to low income and indigent populations, veterans, 

and patient populations who can identify. need. 
B. The City should remain thoughtful about the tax.burden on the medical cannabis supply chain 

and patient consumers when crafting a. local tax structure. 
c. The City should allow samples in certain circumstances, to allow pi;ltient consumers to test 

products before having to purchase products at full or reduced cost. 
D. The City should advocatE:! for dosage ffexibilityfor medical products at the State level if higher 

dosage levels are not addressed In emergency regulations this November. 

Finding 3 - Clarity and Advocacy for State Allowance of Compassion Programs: Stakeholders would like 
the City to advocate for Compassion Programs that reflect San Francisco's values. 

Recommendatiori: 
A. The City should advocate to the State to allow counties to maintain compassion programs, and 

provide clear regylatlons related to. compassion programs within the M~Type supply chain. 

Finding 4 - Preservation of Compassionate Care MQdel: The compassionate care model has provided 
pa~ients with actess to medicinal cannabis, is.·an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should be maintained. 
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Recommend;;Jtion: 
A Similar to.the mandate passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors In File No. 071505 

(2007)/11 the Cftyshould c::reate a compassion program or allow for retailers to establish their 
own compassion program~ Descriptions of these programs and liow the program will meet track 
and trace requirements should be detailed In their application for an Article 16 permit. 

B. The City should consider the creation of nonprofit licenses for compassionate care programs in 
2018. This could Include contemplating a lower license fee. 

· C. The City should allow forflexlbility in implementing!'! Corn passion Program, An example of this 
is the City could create a .Compassion Fund admlnistere.d by the City. In lieu of er.eating an onsite 
program, retailers could provide a percentage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 
llcenslngfeesfor future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Finding 5 - Determine Eligibility: There is a need to create.eligibility criteria that is discrete and 
confidential to ensure 11ati"erit privacy~ 

R~cornmendatJon; . .· . . . 
A. The qty should leverage should leverage its existing programs1 such as the Medical Marijuana 

ldentiflcatlon Card (l'itiMIC) pr:ogram, as a pathway to a) determine eligibllity and 2) provide a . .. . . 

method by which patients can prove their eliglbillty to retailers or potential nonprofits. This 
resource should be provided at little to no cost to the patient. 

Finding 6 - Consumption s:pace: co·nsumption ofmedlcal cannabis can be a social experience, 
therefore, pattents·would like spaces to be provided that allow for social consumption. 

Recommendation: 
A. The City sh,ould encourage the retention of existing Medicinal Cannabis Consumption Space. 
B. The Citv should disallow retailers from mandating a certain amount of product be purchased In 

order to ~ccess the onslte ·smoking/vaplng/consumptlon lounge. 

Finding 7 - Safe Consumption lnformation: Patient consumers would benefit from having access to 
consfatent education related to safe consumption. 

· Recomniend;;ition: · 
A. The D.epartment of Public Health should create fact based information to be provided to all 

cohsum~rs includingpa~ients at the point of s.ale. 

Finding 8...,. Adv.oca~y for Patient Community: The City would benefit from continued advice from . 
patients, pati~ntadvocates,and businesses. 

18 San Francisco Board ofsvpervisors, Fiie No. 071505, 2007. 
http:l/sfQQS. o rgffi.p~d ed files/bdsupvrs/resol uti ons07 /r0623-07. pd f. 
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Recommendation: 
A, The City should amend the Cannabis State.Legalization n1sk Force membership to ensure a 

broad set of stakeholders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the 
body, and can further inform and advise future task force recommendations, notably about the 
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have 
experience.in running a non~profit compassion program. 

Finding.9 - Data.& Accountability: The City needs to gather data and report out on it regularly to 

ensure we are iterating our policies and meeting our goals. 

Recommendation: 
A, The qfflce of Cannabis.and the Health Department shoufd continue to monitor the effects of 

cannablsJegC!lization on medical c<1nnabis.use in San Francisco. 
B~ D&ta collection should be consistent With patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 

Into the Office of ecmnabls' overall data management strategy. 
C. ·The Office· of Cann~bls in collaboration with the Departrnent of Public Health should provide a 

report and ~ec'Orri.mendations to further inform the City's path forward with medical cannabis by 
December 31, 2018. 
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I. Executhie Summary 
On September 5, 2011; the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed Ordinance No.170859, creating the 
Office of Cannabis ahd defining the Office's responsibilities. Within the ordinance, the Board of 
Supervisors requested that the Office of Cannabis; the Department of Public Health and the Controller's 
Office deliver to them and the Mayor no laterthan November 1, 2017, a report analyzing the unique needs 
of individuals who use cannabis for medicinal purposes and providing re.commendations regarding policy 
options that wouJd (A) preserve affordable and/or free access to medical cannabis patients, {B) ensure 
medicaJ cannapis patients continue to receive high~quality, appropriate e<ire and {C) providing 
uninterrupted access to mediq:il cannabis p<;1tients .. 

This report studies the cum:nt.state of medical access in. San Francisco, provides background on the 
Medical MadjUftha Identification Card Program and known characteristics of the card holder community, 
and provides feedback given to the City through focus groups hosted by the Department of Public Health. 
Pinally, the report makesvarious recommendations for the CitY's consideration. 

u. lntroductfon 

California Medical Cannabis Polity 
In 1996, California becam~ the.first state in the U.S.to legalize medical cannabis. Legalization resulted 
from passage· bf Proposition· 115; the Compassion<ite Use Act, which was ihcorporated Into California's 
Health and SafetY Code (S'~c.11364.5). Its purpose wasto a) ensure that seriously ill Californians have the 
rightto obtain and use marijuana for medical purposes where the medical use is deemed appropriate and 
has been recommended by a physician who has determined that the person1s health would benefit from 
the use of marijuana in the treatment of cancer, anorexia, AIDS, chronic pain, spasticity, glaucoma, 
arthritis, migraine, or any other illness for wh.ich marijuana provides relief; and b) ensure that patients 
and their prttriary caregivers wh9 ob~ain and use marlJuana for medical purposes upon the 
recoh),mendation of a physician are not subject to criminal prosecution or sanction. 

Senate Bill 420. followed almost a·decade later to presc;ril;>e personal cultivation and possession limits and 
e$tablish the right of qualified patients and caregivers to form collectives and cooperatives for the lawful 
cultivation and c!istribution of canhabls among members. These laws allowed for medical cannabis access 
and created c;ity and county-basecl systems across the State. 

Between 2003 and i015, the commerdalcannabis lhdustry grew with few rules and regulations. It wasn't 
until 2015 andth.e passage of the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act that California established 
a legal framework to regulate and monitor marijuana dispensaries ("AB-243, Medical Marijuana" 2015). 
Originally set to take effect oh January 1, 2016( the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act was 
amended via. the Medical Cat)nabis Regulation and Safety Act in June 2016. This updated piece of 
legislature alm~d to lncorporatE;? stronger environmental protection policies within a cemprehensive 
licensing sy:;tem ('1513~643, Medical Marijuana" 2016). 
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On November 8, 2016, Californi.a voters passed Proposition 64, the Adult Use of Marijuana Act {AUMA), 
leg<11izihg the qistributlori, sale;. and possession of marijuana. AUMA was modeled on the Medical 
Marljuan·a Regulation and Safety Act (MMRSA) of 2015. ln 2017i California soughtto create one regulatory 
system for both medical and recreational use. Therefore, this.last June, GovernorJerry Brown signed the 
Medidr'lal, and Adult Use tani:iabls Regulation and Safety Act (MAUCRSA). into law, reconciling the 
differences betvifeen AUMA and MMRSA, a taking a crudal step towards developing a regulatory 
framework:tq.facllitate.a for-profit cannabis sector for both medidnaf and adult-l1se. 

San Jrranclsto 
1111991, Sarr Frands.co voters passed ·proposition P, Hemp Medication, which asked whether or not San 

Francisco wouid recommend that the State of California and the California Medical Association restore 
"hemp met!ical prepanitions'' to Calif~m11a:'s official llst of medicines (Office of the Registrar of Voters . ' ·.. . . 

1991). There were three paid arguments in the ballot in favor of Proposition P, which provided quotes 
from physicians ;;ind cited scientific Institutions ln arguing for carmabis' medical benefits (Office of the 
Registrar of \/ote'rs 1991). Voters .approved the proposition with nearly 80% of the vote {San Francisco 

Public Library 2017). 

In 1999,San Frand~co's Health Commission adopted Resolution No. 29-99,"Supportingthe Development 

and lmplementatlon of a Voluntary Medical Cannabis ldehtlfication Card Program" (San Francisco 
Department of Publlc.Health ·2000)\ This resolution. supported the development of an identification card 

· program for medical. cannabis for Individuals who qualified under the Compassionate Use Act as patients 

or primary . car~givers. In 2000, the Board of Supervisors formally created San Francisco's current 
identification program for me'dical marijuana (San Francisco Department of Public Health 2000). 

On December 3, 2001 the Board of Supervisors passed Resolution ·No. 01·2006, declaring San Francisco to 

be a "Sanctuary for Medtcai· Cannabis (San Francisco Board of supervisors 2005). They also urged 
California law enforcement and regulatory agencies to avoid· harassing, arresting and prosecuting 
physicians, dispensaries~ patients or caregivers who compiled with the Compassionate Use Act. 

In 2002, the Board of supervisors placed Proposition .S, titled "Medical Marijuana;" on the ballot. The 
proposition was r.i ded:iration of policy, directing the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District Attorney, City 
Attorney, and Department of Pubilc Health to explore the possibility of creating a program to grow and 
distribute medical marijuana (Department of Elections 2002). Proposition s passed with approximately 

62% o.f the vote (San Francisco Public Library2017). 

In March 2005, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 64-05, "Zoning - Interim Moratorium on 

Medical Cannabis D1$pensarles" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The ordinance expressed 

concern over the s!gnifi.cant increase in the number of Individuals enrolled in the city's voluntary medical 
cannabis identification program, "In 2002, there were approximately 2i200 individuals reglstered ... and 
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there are now over 5,000 or7~000 Individuals enrolled" (San Francisco Board of Supervisors 2005). The 

ordinance ackhOWledged that there were no mechanisms to regulate or monitor medical cannabis 

dispensaries and therefore imposed a moratorium on new clubs and dispensaries. 

On November 22, 2005, the Soard of Supervisors unanimously passed Article 33 of the San Francisco 

Health c;::ode, which providas coc:les, rules, regulations, and operating procedures for medical cannabis 

dispensaries (San Francisco Oepartme,nt of Public Health 2005). 

As of November 1, 2017, there were 46 ltcensed dispen~rnries in the City and County of San Francisco. 
Though the Department of Public Health has historically been responsible for the dispensary permitting 
process. Following the passage of Proposition 64, San Francisco1s1'Budget and Appropriation Ordinance" 
for the Fisca.IYear 201'r-2018 established the Office of Cannabis and tasked the Office with coordinating 
various city departments and state agencies efforts. to comprehensively regulate medical and adult-use 
commercial car.mabis activity ih 2018. 

m. Medical.Mari)uana Identification .card Program 
The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program 
(MMICP) 1 creates a State-authorized medical marijuana identification card (MMIC} along with a registry 
database for card holders (i.e. qualified· patients and primary caregivers). The card provides legal 
justification fpr_ the possession a.nd use of medical cannabls ln California, but the card program is 
voJUntary1 IT1Elanlng .. not everyone who uses cannabis for medical purposes is required to obtain one. 
Individuals and/or primary caregivers wishing to apply for a State card must do so through their county of 
residency, and the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) Vital Records department manages 
thiS process at the. county level. 

A, App)!cation.Proc~s$ · 
it is important to note that the State program is also confidential, meaning neither CDPH nor SFDPH 
retains ahy personal, demographic, or medical information of program applicants and/or card-holders. 
The identifying. and medical information that applicants provide as part ofthe State application process is 
returned to the app\icant at.the time the card is issued. The only information maintained at the county 
level are the unique identifier that the State-assigns to every card holder and the card1s expiration date. 

B. County-Level Medical Marijuana ldentificatfon C<!rd Program Data 
In terms of numl:;ier of cards issued by county, a recently published California Department of Public Health 
report notes that, from July 2005 through September 2017 (see figure. 1), the San Francisco Department 
of Public Health issued 22,740 cards-one of the highest amounts across participating counties. This is 
not to say that there are currently 22,740 patients using medical cannabis in San Francisco, as the card 

1 See CDPH Medical Marijuana Identification Card Program report, available at 
https:Uwww.~dph.ca.go~/Progral!Js/CHSl{CDPH%20Document9'@Llbrary/MMPCounty%20Card%20Count%20S.§2 
tember%202017-18revADA.pdt . 
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must be re-iss·ued on an .annual basis. It is also iinportantto note the fluctuation in number of card holders 
over time; wit.h 3,975 cards issue(;! in flscal year 2007, 1,638 in fiscal year 2012, 652 cards in fiscal year 
2016, and 580 cards in ffscal year i.Oi1. 

Figure i. Number of MMiC cards Issued In San Francisco by Fiscal Year 
Flgure 1: Number OF MMIC Canis Issued IN San Francisco county BY Fiscal Year 
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*Fiscal Year 2017~18 reflects the number of cards issued through September 2017. 

c. Medical 1Y1~riJL1~na ld~nt.ifk~tlon Card Holder Data 
As mentic;ined earlier; tbe co1mw qoe~ 'not retain g¢neral demographic informatibn of applicants or card­
holders. One dat;:i. poinlthat,i~ available to .SFDPH Is the rlU.inber of card holders that have requested a 
card fee reduction as a Medi-Cal program beneflciary. Per State law; Medi-Cal beneficiaries receive a 50% 

redqction in the fee for ths State idemtificatlon c\;!rd.2 The current amount is X. 

This information is useful because lt provides insight..lnto affordability questions for medical cannabis 
patients in Sar) Francisco,_ since the Medi-Cal program serves low-[ncome individuals and families. In 
general, individuals andfamilles.with annual incomes at or be.low 138 percentofthe Federal Poverty level 
quallfy for the. program. Figure2·betovi1a provides m9re infortl1ation about Income levels at 138 percent 
of the Fed!ilral Poverty Leve.I. . 

;1;The'full fee for each car.din San Fr<inclsco County is currently $100, with Medi-Cal beneficiary fee reduction 
bringing the cpst down to.$50 cl9Uan1. $!!e also Caljfomlq. Health and Safety Code Section 11362. 755. 
3 California Department of Health Care Services website, available at http://www.dhcs.ca.gov/services/medi­
fal/Pages/DoYoup,ualifyForMedi-Cal.asf0,. 
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Figure 2. California Medf-Cal lncol'.rle. Eligibility 

Family Size 138% Pc;iverty Level 
1 i6,395 
2 22,108 
2 Adults 22,108 
3 27,821 
4 33,534 
5 39,248 
6 44,961 
7 50,688 
8 56,429 
9 62,169 
10 67,910 
11 73,651 
12 79,392 
Each Addftlonal Person Add 5,741 

Figure 3 below4 shows the proportion of State card holders in San Francisco that requested a card fee 
reduction based.on ]\/fedi:-eaJ elig!bility from fiscal year 2013 through fiscal year 2017. The figure shows 
th;:it over the past few fiscal years1 over half of all c~rd holders in San Francisco made such requests. 

Figure 3. Proportion rif MMIC Card Holders Requesting Fee Reduction Based on Medi-Cal Eligibility 

•4 SFDPHflles. 
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IV. :F.ocus ·Group Narratives 

A. Methodology 
In order to provide th@ City's policymakers and the Office of Cannabis with a comprehensive view of the 
medical cannabis. cost and affot,dab.iHty landscapes, the Department of Puplic Health conducted three 
separate focus ·groups where discussions outlined concerns and participants put forth solutions to 
alleviate those concerns; :Where individuals were .unable to participate in person, the Department 
ccille.cted responses vi~ phone <ind emaii. Over threefocu!? group sessroos, the Department interviewed 
sixteen individuals. 

The foci.JS grogps incl~ded representatMis from the. below stakeholder categories, arid o$partment of 
Public Health staff strived for a balance of race, gender and sexual orfentation within each focus group. 

• Medical cannabis pattents 
. • Medical c<i-nnabis patientadvot9tes 
• Meclica.I cannabis business owners -storefront and dellvery only. 
• PubliG:poJicy experts 

As part of the 'cllscusslons, focus group parttcipahts alse noted their experieh<>es with homelessness; living 
with HIV, behavioti;il health·i;suesj livingwith a disability, and past military service. It is also important to 
note that many'foctls group p~rtidp<;ints felt they represented more than ·one category above. 

Each focus group discussed the following questions: 

1. In your experience, how is the medical cannabi~ patient community reacting to State and local 
chE1.nges to.. the m.ec:llcal c;annapis regulatory framework? 

2. What ls' the general feeling among patients about the cost of medical cannabis iii the new 
medkal. cannabis regulatory market? How does the addition of the adult use market factor into 
the discussion? 

3. What ts the gene·ral feehn& among patients about toe State medical cannabis tdentification 
. c13rd? Po peqple generally know how to apply,wher:e to get it and that there is a fee associated 

with obtaining it? 
· · 4. D0 you have ideas and su_ggesticins about how the City col.lid address concerns you1ve 

mentiot'\ed? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be In San 
Frandsco?· 

The followJng infc:irrn~ti~Q,.·1n::no p<1rficular order, 1s a compilation of the main discussi<m points from all 
focu~ group:S1 iind·lllihere then~ was ge.neral consensus or agreement across focus graups, it is noted. 
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J3. Medical Cannabis Community Reactions and Concerns: Focus. Group Responses 

. . your exp~rlence, ho~-ls the medical cannabis patient community reacting to State and local 

anges to the medkal cannabis regulatory framework? 
hat is the general feeling.among patients abo~it the cost of ri;edical ca~nabis. in the new regulatory 
arket? How does the addition of the adult use market factor mto the d1scuss1on? 

.~~~--~~~~~ 

Respons.es t6 the '1'!bove questions are nc>ted below. 

Preserving San Francisco's. Compassionate care Model. Focus group participants affirmed. that patients 
use cannabis as an alternative to prescription drugst a harm reduction tool, and as an important treatment 
option for a wide variety of conditions, and that the State and c:;jty needed to appropriately recognize this 
as a significantbenefltto. individuals with m~dical needs. Participants also noted that the current medical 
cann<ibis structure arid future. adult use system would not have been possible without the steadfast 
d~dlcatlon of the current medical cannabis communlty1 and, for that reason, the city sho_uld elevate those 
needs. 

With regard to .the- current .anq ftjture lands.cape$; one participan_t noted that patients are currently 
benefltting from an incrE?ase in available products as new dispensaries enter the medical market and 
lowered prices due to increased market competition, further noting that in the newly regulated market, 
patients canalso expect to benefit further from guidelines designed to make cannabis and cannabis 
products saf~r. This participant stated that patients they have encountered feel excited, but also 
apprehensive and uncertaJh about how the medical and adult use markets will affect one another and 
how new regulations will affect the. medical c;annabls market, specifically. This individual believed that 
these feelings wo.uld reniaih until Sta'te and local medical ·and adult use legislatlon and regulations are 
finalized, ani;l .that tlie longer that p·rocess takes, the more uncertainty the cannabis industry will 
experience. 

One overarch~n~ concern across focus groups was that current State law5 does not allow for 
compassionate care to continue in San Francisco in the way that patients have accessed it in the past, 
access It currently, an.d ·envision it for the future. Focus group members fo(t that ff this issue is not 
addressed, the City runs th.e risk of eliminating compassionate care altogether. One meeting participant 
.noted that, thou~h the pending State medical and adult use canhabis regulatory systems should be 
streamlined wherever possible for efficiency purposes, this was an area where the adult use and medical 
cannabis markets sho.uld differ sighlficantly. Underlying concerns stemming from these statements were 
as follows: 

. • . Costfor Patients, Participants in each focus group highlighted the issue of cost for patients in 
the newly regulated medical cannabis market, especially for low~lncome and indigent patients, 
immobile patients, and those experiencing homel.essness. To some participants1 the cost of 

5 These concerns would also apply to any provisions within the current proposed local ordinance that codify the 
relevant State law provisions. 



medical cannabis .is 'already at una.ffardable levels for many, and. patients and patient 
advocatesJn each·focus group were concerned about the ability for them to access the market 
In the fac;:e,ofneW.:State and !oca.1 regulations, where the regulatory cost would likely be passed 
on to cqnsumers. There was also concern aboutthe added burden of State and (possible) local 
taxation structures. A~ccrrding to some; patients generally prefer regulated, lab-tested medical 
cannapis, but one,serious consequence of exorbitant taxes would be a proliferation of the illicit 
market, where medical l';anncibls would likely be cheaper; State law does exempt medical 
cannabis patients with the aforement)onE;id S~te-issued card from ·state sales tax, 6 but there 
was consensus acfoss focus groups that this exemption does npt go far enough to reduce cost 
barrlersfor. patie~ts •. 

~· Prohlbitidn against Samples, Free and Discounted Cannabis. State Law currently prohibits the 
giving:awag of ceniiaQi~ ari'd canriabts products a·s part of a business promotion or commercial 
activity.7 This has · bee'n ·. interpreted to 'disallow the giving of cannabis samples and 
ca1'.inc1bi~ic;;1rir1abis proc:h;icts ~t disc6urited or no c~st to Jndividual consumers and/or other 
bus1He$ses, which are current practices in . San Fraheisco's medical cannabis market. 
Partidpants across the focus groups Were strohglyopposed to these State law provisions since, 
according tc:Jthern; such. pr.actices are critical for maint<1inlngc.a fum:tional compassionate i:;are 
program. fbr exampre, patl¢nts rely on samples to test products in hopes offlhding one that. 
alleviates symptoms, ar;id it would be cost-prohibitive for patients to instead have to purchase 
each i~eJ'D: at full price ~t the putset. 

~1.lrther1 State law also requires that all cannabis and cannabis. products be tagged with a 
uniciue ldentlfier,l{nq\iYn as a 1'track iirt<:l trace" system.8 There was a concern that this could 
conflict with any local policy allowing for donations or samples1 since those cannabis )terns 
would not pe tnQving through the commercial system the way State law currently envisions. 
For example1 same medical cannabis businesses currently receive anonymous cannabis and 
canrabis product.donations th~t they then distribute to patients, and such a track and trace 
system would deter those donors from continuing a pr('lctice that, in their view1 facilitates . 
continued and ~ffordable access for iow~income patients. 

·• Phased Et/inination of the Collective/Cooperative Mqdel~ In establishing a State-regulated 
medical cannabis market, State law also eventually phases out the current 
coilective/~qop~ratJve ~medical cannabis model.9

' According to focus group participants, this 
would elimihate a. cr.itlCal community"sharh'lg· element of Si;m Francisco's current 
compassionate care practices. 

6 The Adult Us~ of Marijuana Ad-~roposltlon 64, Section 34011. . 
7 Medicinal and Adult-Use CannahlsRegµlation and Safety Ac;t(MAUCRSA) Section 2615~. 
8 The Adult U?e of M<1~ijuana Act- Proposltibn 64; section 26170. 
9 Medical and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulaticm and Safety Act{MAUCRSA) Sect.ion 11362.775 
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• Product Type and Dosage Inflexibility. Current State law limits edible cannabis product THC 
conteht fo 1Ci milllgrams p:er serving site In both the medical and adult use markets/0 and 
prevlol!sly proposed State regulations11 limited the total THC amount per package to 100 
milligrams. Th.e proposed State regulations also placed a 1,000-mllligram THC limit on non­
edible cannab1s pro<,iucts in both marketsP Focus group participants identified two main 
problems with this approach. First, there is often a need for patlents to consume higher 
dosages than individuals· In the adult use market because medical condition treatment' plans 
and cannabis rnetabolis.m rates differ per Individual; and, since State law does not currently 
allow for p9tiehts to·obtafn cannabis at little to no cost, this limitation wou.ld require patients 
to pLJrchase multi'ple products to reach their required dosage levels, which is cost-prohibitive. 
Secohd, some partiCipants noted that the pending State cannabis regulations would likely limit 
the'.t'{pes ofedible cannabis products that can be produced, whieh they felt would provide 
primarily for preservative~heavy and sugar-laden products, lead to high caloric intake among 
patients if they must c9nsL1me multiple servings, and create potential health issues as a result. 

• Canndbis Ucens~ Fees. Some focus group partlclpants cited State and (possible) local cannabis 
permit fees13 as a potential ·cost barrier for true compassionate care businesses that wish to 
continue providing cannabis and services to low-inco-me patients in San Francisco. 

• Medical Cannabis for P<itlents Under J.8. State law currently prohibits the production of 
cannapis products that are considered appealing to chifdren.14 Focus group participants noted 
that some children who use medical cannabis would benefit from products that are designed 
to make consumption palatable for them. 

Lack of Dei;lfcat(;!d Consumption Spaces fOr Patients. Alf focus.groups noted that, for medical cannabis 
patients, corisuming their medicine Is often a social experience that Is important for the healing 
process1. and :that there .were not enough existing spaces In San Francisco for this purpose. 

• • t • 

' ' 

Drlv1ng Under the Jhflu~nceDeterminations. There was concern In one focus group about the process 
the State and City will undertcike in determining whether an individual Is driving under the influence. 
A process'thafoonsiders only whether THC ls present in the system, and not whether driving is actually 

j,O Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulatlon and Safety Act (MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c). 
li See.California Department or Publfc Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/ Programs/CEH/DFDCS/CDPH%20Document%20Library/Cannabis%20Comments%20(£lll 
al%20on%2,0CDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
12 See California Department of Publlc,Health Proposed Regulations Comment Summary and Response, available at 
https://www.cdph.ca.gov/Programs/CEHLQfDCS/CDPH%20Document%20LibraryjCannabis%20Comments%20(Fin 
al%2Don%2oCDPH%20Letterhead).pdf. 
13 Local cannabis perrn!t fees have not yet been determined., but focus group participants thought they would likely 
be a cost harder once established, especially when considered alongside a State license fee. 
14 Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis.Regulation and Safety Act(MAUCRSA) Section 26130 (c}. 
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itrjpaired as a result, will :negathiely affect patfetlts;. especially those who require relatively high THC 
doses as part of their treatment plans. 

Safe Consumptfon Information for Patients. Meeting partlcipants noted that safe consumption 
information. current!Y varied ·across dispensaries, which could lead to misinformation and unsafe 
patient consur:n ptJori practices. 
. . ' - . ' . . 

C. State· Medical Cannabis i~entifloation Card - Focus Group Responses 

3. What is the general .fee.ling among patients about the State medical cannabis ID card? Do people 
generally l~now how toapply; where tb get it and that there is a fee associated with obtaining it? 

--·-~-.-----·-----·----

Respons~s to th€· above questio,ns.1;1re. noted belOlft.f• 

There was :general cohqe!11iUS across focus groups ~hat m~ny patients !n San Francisco am currently 
unaware of the .State card program and/or how to obtain a card. Participants noted that some current 
busines$es were nQt apprqpriately applying the Sta.te sales tax exemption for medical cannabis patients 
who .Possess the card1 and.·that thi.s would likely continue without. widespread education about the 
program for business owners, thelt employees and medical cannabis patients. One participant suggested 
thl;lt the He?lth Department lead this educationai effort and Increase <1ccesslbllity by also educating 
providers thafda. not commonly inte.ract with medlcal cannabis patients and may be unfamiliar with 
program guideU11es, a·nd dev'elo'ping informational materials for display at dispensaries and doctors' 
offices. 

With the onset of adult use commercial activity and consumption, there was a concern that medical 
c~nnabjs patients may bypass the medical mar~et and instead· obtain.cannabis in the adult use market 
due to public stigma surroundlrg medical cannabis. use, as well as misconceptions aboutthe type of 
information that Is stor~d within the medical cannabis identification· program data base and how that may 
affect turrent/fiJture:employtnent opportunities and the abflity to pun;hase a firearm.15 

•. . . - . . . 

In contrast, one pi,!rt,idpant. noted that it was difficult to predict the effect of the ad tilt use market on the 
MMIC program, but suggested that increased taxation levels for medical cannabis and a possible lack of 
San Francisco-based adult use retailers in early January, 2018, may significantly increase State card 
utilization. Others felt thataqult (lse legalization and consumption wo.uld have a positive effect on the 
medical market.and card utilization, since more people would be comfortable with cannabis use in 
general, 

15 The Bureau of Alcohol, .:fobacco, Firearms and Explosives Issued a memorandum to all firearms licensees In 2011 
cf;:irlfying that federal law prohibits unlawful users of controllec;I substances, as defined by the federal Controlled 
Substances Act, from receiving or.possessing firearms or ammunition. See Bureau memorandum, available at 
http:U71.11.3.134/share/PDF/ATFOpenletter092111.pdf. 
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D. Ideas and Suggestions - Fo~us Group Responses 

4. Do you have ideas and suggestions about how the City could address the concerns you've 
mentioned? For example, what would the elements of a compassionate care program be in San 
Francisco? 

. . 
Responses to the above questfons are noted below. 

City Advocacy at the.State.Leve/ to Preserve Current Compassionate. Care Programs. Each focus group 
highlighted the need for the City to advocate at the State level to allow: 

• businesses to· provide cannabis samples and cannabis free of charge and/or at a discounted 
cost to medical cannabis patients 

• ;;inonynl'ous donations to compassionate care locations 
• businesses.to produce high dosage products for medical cannabis patients 

Focus group participants feltthat such advocacy would allow compassionate care to continue in the City 
in its currenfforrri. 

Establish a Citywide Compassfonate Care Program, Within the context of the aforementioned State level 
advocacy, focus group participants thought the City could create.a program with the following possible 
characteristics: ' 

Program EligibilltyCdterla. Using income as the overarching criterion, San Francisco residents with 
rnedical cMtiabis·ne:ed who are enrolled ih Medi-Cal (orwou(d qualify If they applied), low-income 
seniors (i.e. Individuals ov~r 50), Immobile patients, and veterans would qualify for the City 
program. To capture as many individuals as possible, the City could also consider enrollment in 
other ·e~isting programs serving low"ihtome San Franciscans as proof of compassionate care 
program ellgibility;To.limltthe risk offed era I intervention and adverse consequences forpatients 
who recelve·federal:assi~tance, the City could use the current MMIC application process as a 
record retention model. Focus group participants also highlighted the importance of discretion 
and preserving the confidentiality of those accessing the program. 
Program Elements. Focus groups put forth the following possibilities: 

o Program participants would be able to.· purchase medical cannabis and any medical 
ca11nabis procjuct at cost of production. 

o Program parttdpants would be able. to access currE1nt compassionate care services at 
Individual medica.1 cannabis dispensaries; e.g. samples_, cannabis ahd cannabis pro9ucts at 
little to no cost. 

o . · San·Frandsco could create event pennits for compassionc;1te care events across the City, 
where patients and businesses could. provide samples, share cannabis and cannabis 
products, and provide free or discounted. cannabis to program participants. 

12 



o . San Franclsto could allow curreot medical cannabis collectlve/cooperath1e businesses to 
continue theiroperations as they currently.exist. 

o .Any reduced cost poticles the Cfty establishes for patients would also apply to adult use 
cant)abis andcannabls products. 

o . '59me p;;irtidpaiits specifically r~ferericed a 2007 San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
res9tution16 .that. enc9uraged cannabis dispensaries to establish compassionate care 
programs, noting that it already includes many principles that the City could codify 
CIWwide (e.g. prioritizing seniors and veterans). 

Citywide Comp;;issionate Care 'Card. Separate from the State-issued medical cannabis 
identificat!On card; ·a couhty~based card could be issued to individuals who qualify for the 
program. ·sqme focus group participants referenced a previous San Francisco county medical 
canhabis idehtifial:ltion card program that was deactivated with the establ!shment of the State­
issued card, s4imesting that the Clt\f's card program could be reactivated for this purpose. Focus 
groupm$1;iibers ~tso felt.the card should be issued at little to no ·cost to program participants . 

. Program Pu.ndlng Mechanisms. Focus group partldpants suggested that a fund be established to 
supportthe cltts Compassionate Care program in whatever form(s) it eventually takes. Oueto 
the inablltty for many cannabis busine5se.s to access banking services, it was advised that the City 
create the·fund anc;hh.at a stak.eholdergroup that includes cannabis businesses oversee the fund's 

·revenue allocation process . .Some·fbcus group partidp;rnts suggested that the fund also be used 
to subsidize the licensing fees for compassionate care businesses and/or the operating costs of a 
·compas$lona~e care c;ommunity center •suggested elsewhere· in this report. Focus groups 
·suggested thrl;!e m;;iinfundirm mechanisms: 

. o Round~Up Mechanism. At the, point of sale in aitherthe medical or adult use markets, . 
consumers coulqchoose to donate to the funq by "rounding up" the cost of their purchase. 
For example~ tf a consumer purchased a cannabis product at 47 dollars, the total price 
co1.1ld ·.be rolmd,ed up to so dollars, with the remaining three dollars donated to the 
prqgram. 

o . Busiri~ss cantributlons. Under thts model, cannabis businesses would ,be required to $et 
aside a portion oftheir profits to fund the program, 'or the City could instead make such 

. coritribui:lon.s voluntary. Some participants preferred .a voluntary option to a mandated 
··contribution. 
. ' 

o ·. Business Program Start Up Funds .. Here, cannabis businesses would voluntarily contribute 
immediate funding for the program, with the City then assuming responsibility for 

· c6ntinued funding after the initial cqntribution. 

16 See San :Francisco Board of Supervisors 2007 Resot.lition urging Medic~! Cannabis Dispensaries to Implement 
Compasslonate.c;;ate prpgranis to. Serve Law and No Income Patients, available. at 
http:// s fb~s ~org/ftp/ uploaded fil es/bdsupvrs/resolutions07 I r0623-07. pd f. 
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City Advocacy attM State /..eve/ to Support Additional Compassionate Care Aspects. In the course of 
discusi;lon, focus group participants highllghted other areas where advocacy would be needed to 
further support compa$slonate care goals. 

o Exempt Medical Cannabis Cultivators from Taxation. According to some, establishing a tax 
· exemption for rriedk:al cannabis cultlvators would incentlvize them to donate .to 
compassionate care programs and increase cannabis 13\!ailabllity for patients. 

o Donate seized Cannapls and Cannabis Products to Compassionate Care Program's. When 
cannabis is sei~ed a.s a result of law enforcement intervention, some focus group 
participants felt n shouJd not be destroyed. R~ther, it could be donated to the City's 

· compassionate care program and subsequently redistributed to patients. 
o · Create Cannabis Product Exetnptton for Children with Medical Cannabis Needs. The City 

sh9uld aUow cc1nnabis products that may be.appealing to children to be provided for those 
with medical need, 

o Expand the types of cannabis products ·to Include healthier options. 
o Dfscourage the narroWing of qualifying conditions. The City should view individual 

Interactions between patients and physldans as the primary mechanism for determining 
whether medical cannabi~ use is warranted, 

o Create employment protections for medical cannabis card holders and compassionate care 
program pdr.tii:tpants. 

Establisha !Vfunic/pal G~owingFramework. Some focus group part1clpants feltthe City should consider 
municipal cultivation as a way to provide cannabis at lower cost. to patients. City voters passed 
Proposition.S.in .2002/7 which urged the City to explore this option, qnd the aforementioned focus 
group participants would support further discussion and action on this Issue. 

Create Additional Consumption Locations for Patients. Each focus group highlighted a need for 
additional medical cahnabis consurnptii:Jn (i.e. smoking, vapli1g and pn:Jduct ingestion/use) locations 
in the c;tty; :especially .if federal .law- continues to prohibit consumption in public housing. Some 
partlc;ipants ~dvpc;ated forseparate medical use consumption spaces to preserve a treatment-baseq 
environment for µatiEJnts, adding that such spaces should not require a minimum purchase level in 
order to. ?CCess the consump~ion area. Others underscored the need for community centers where 

. patients can both consume .their medicine and engage in harm reduction programs and activities, 
suggestln~ th~tthe City.reserve spaces in the Clty where such community centers can thrive and 
subsidize operational eosts.for those centers: 

17 See Proposition$ language.and.ballot results at https:Usfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/electrons/NovemberS 2002.pdf 
ahdhtti:>s:Usfol.org/index.php?pg=2000027201&propid=1683, 
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Priorltize.DeliveryServices. For many Immobile patients, medical cannabis delivery services are critical 
· andshouldbe prioritized wlthiirthe City1scannabis regulatory framework . 

. Reinstate ljfstorical Compq:ssionate Cpre'! Locations. According tq some focus group partidpants, a 
number of compassionate care· locatloris were closed in the past due to federal intervention or an 
inability to thrive wlthit1 the City's Medical Cannabis Act (Article 33) framework. Those participants 
felt the Cityshould assist'these busihess,es in re~establishing them~elves In San Francisco in order to 
strengthen th'e compassionate care network. 

Reduce FeeforState M~dical Cannabis Identification Card; To .Increase affordability1 the City should 
lo~er. the curre~t cost of the Staterissued medkal·cannabis idetitifitat1o.n caret . 

E.stablish Patient A_di;isorv Cqmmittee. The City ~hould est<;1blish an advisory committee, consisting 
primarily ofa.diverse set of medical cannabis patients, and possibly businesses, to oversee the process 
of establishing_ ~nd rnc,1lntciihirm:a compas~ionate care program. . 

EducafiOn for Patients and R;l!!,commendlng Physli::ians . . safe coh_Sl!mP.tion information should be 
distributed to patients, and· this information should be standardi'zed across dispensaries and 
compassfoni'!te care locations in th<;; City. PhysJclans must also be properly educated about how to 
provide c~:fnnabinecommendatlon~ that allow dispensaries to provide the correct cqrinabis tre.atmeht 
options. 

A succ_essf!-il Contpa~sionate Care Fra_mework in San F:ra.ncisco - Focus Group Respom~es 
Focus groups also discussect the·nee·d to .ensure· that.San Fran<;isco's compassionate care framework is 
successful, arid _ma.de t~e following suggestions for how success could be defined: 

• Patients with Real lyledlcql Need are Able tQ Access Cannabis at Affordable Cost Here, focus 
group participants advised the City to eijt9bllsh a robust educational carnpalgn for the 
compassionate care-program that uses a variety of communication outlets, including television, 
radio) and newsprint, to promote the program and ensure that there i~ widespread and far­
reachli1g patient parti~ipation. Participants also .suggested that the City develop a survey that. 
would provide w;eful foei;lback for the .City .as to medical cannabis accessibility.· Finally, it was 
suggested thal the City cpnsi~er mechatiisrr\s to J:)revent abw;e of the program and hl;!nce ensure 
that patients with actual hee~d are able to easily participate. 

• Cannabfs 811slnesses.pfVary1'ng.Size dre:~ble to Part7cfpate'ln the P.mgram. In this regard, one 
.particip<mt encouraged the City to consider the Impact of any compassionate care program 
reqµiremk.nts· on businessl':'!s of varying s.lze and avoid creating a system that rewards non­
compli.anc.e ¢r ·places. an µndue burden on smaller bQsinesses that wll! find i.t more difficult to 
absorb. th~ ccis,t of n~w State and local medical canmibls busJness regulations. That Individual 
went on to note that es;tabllshing a comp9ssionate care program would likely be an iterative 
process, since there is uncertainty at the moment about how the adult use market will fare in 
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San ~ra.nciscpj sotransp~rency aboutthe program a.nd how businesses can comply will be critical, 
especially during the initial implementation period. 

Some focus group partlfipants feitth;;it th~ aforementioned patient advisory committee could b<:! tcisked 
with providing ongoing guioance to the City in this area. 

V. Findings~ Re~ommendat,ions 

Based on Focus Group comments and concerns raised in the sessions by participants, the report finds 
the following, and makes associated recommendations: 

!=inding 1-Continued Access to.Medical Cannabis: The City ha.s a long history of providing medical 
cannabis to patients, and thi's access to should continue in 2018 and beyond. 

Recommendation: 
. A. The: city ~h9uld requira alLretailers to tnahl:tai.li medical use as a condition of their permit. 

B.. The ¢1ty sho1;1ld fqither' prioritize permit processing for medical ·only <Jppli'cants . 

. Finding 2 ~ c~stCQneerns:There are: concernsthat path:mts, pi;nticularly low income and indigent 
patients, will not be able to afford mediGal cannabis. 

Recommehdatfon: . 
A. Compassion programs should betargete!:Ito low income and indigent populations, veterans, 

and patient populations who can identify need. 
B. The.City ,should remain thoughtful ,a bout the tax burden. on the medical cann<Jbis supply chain · 

and patient consu.mers:.when crafting a· local taxstructure. 
c. The. City should allow samples in certain circumstances, to allow patient consumers to test 

products pefore having to purchase products at full or reduced cost. 
O. The City should advoc~te for ·dosage flexibility for mediq:1I products atthe State level if higher 

dosage levels are not ad~ressed in emergency regulations this November. 

Finding 3 ':"'·Clarity and Adv13ca.cy for State Allowa11ce of C:ompassion Programs: Stakeholders would like 
the CiW to advocat~ for Com pc;1ssion Programs that reflect San Fra.nCisca1s values. 

Recommendation: 
A. the City.should advocc:ite to the State to allow counties to maintain compassion programs1 and 

provide dear· regulations r¢1atad to cori1pa:ssi9i1 programs. within 'the M-Type supply chain. 

Finding4.:.. Preservation of Compassionate Care Model: The compassionate care model has provided 
patients with access to medldnal cannabis1 is an important harm reduction tool, and these programs. 
should b~ maintain~d. · 
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Recomh1endation: . 
A. Similar to the mClndate passed unanimously py the Board of supervisors in File No. 071505 

(2007),18 'the City should create a compassion program or allow for retailers to establish their 
own cotnpassion program·. Descriptions of tht'lse programs and how the program will meet track 
and trace re'quiremi;hts:shou[d be detalied In therr application foran Article 16 permit. 

B. The City should consider the creation ofnonproflt licenses for compassionate care·prograrns in 
2018. Thls could include contemplating a lower license fee. 

C. The City should allow forffexibllity in implementing a ·Compassion Program. An example of this 
is the Clty·could cr.eate a CompaS'sion Fund admlnistered by the City. In lieu of creating an onslte 
program, retailers could'provfde a per.centage of monthly gross revenue to this fund to offset 

. l~cens1n~'.feesfor future nonprofit permit permits and costs of products. 

Findings- Determine.EligJbility: Ther~ is a O\:!ed to create eligibillty criteria that is discrete and 
confidential to ensure patletit privacy~ 

Recommehdiltkiri: 
A. The City.shoulcl leverage $holild leverage its existing prbgrams, such as the Med ital Marijuana 

Identification Card (MMIC) program, as: a pathwayto a) determine eligibility and 2) provide a 
method by whtch patle~ts can prove their 171iglbility tti r~tailers or potential nonprofits. This 
res.ource shoutd be provided at little to 110 cost to the patient. 

Finding6...; Gonst,1mptjonSpace: Consumption o'f medical cannabis can be a social experience, 
therefore, patients wquld Hke spaces to be provi:ded that aUow for soeiaf c.onsumption. 

Recommen\'.lation:,· 
A. The City,shouid encqurage the retention o·f.existing Medicinal C~nnabis Consumption Space. 
B. The City.should dh;allow retail~rs from manc;h:iting a certain amount of product be purchased in 

order to access the.onsite smoking/vaping/consumption lounge. 

Finding· 7 - Safe Consumption lnformatiOn:.:Patierit consumers would benefit from having access to 

col)sistetit t:lducafion related to safe consumption. 

·Recommendation: 
A. The Dep~rt.mentof Pu-blk Health snould.create fact based information to be provided to all 

consumers including patients at the point of sale. · 

Finding &- Advocacyfor Patielit.Cornmurtity: The City would benefttfrom continued advice from 
patients, patient ci'dvocates1 and buslhesses. 

18 San Frahcis~o Board of Supervisors, File No,,071505, 2007. 
http ://sfbos, o; g[~loadedftles/bdsu pvrs/resol u ti ons07 /r0623-07, pdf. 
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Recornmeridatfon: 
A. The City should amend the Cannabis State Legalization Task Force membership to ensure a 

broad set of stakeholders representing patient advocacy are reflected in the makeup of the 
body, and can further Inform and advis<;i.future task force recommendations; notably about the 
evolution of policy related to compassion programs. One of these members should have 
experience.in runnihg a non:-profit compassion program. 

Finding 9 - Dat;;i & Accountability: ThE! City needs to gather data and report o.ut on it regularly to 
ensure we are Iterating our policies and meetihg our goals. 

Recommendation: 
A. The Office of Cann~bis and tlie Health Department should continue to monitor the effects of 

cannabi·s l~g~lization.onmedical c;;mnabis use in San Francisco. 
B. Data collectfon:sboqld be consistent with patient privacy guidelines, and should be incorporated 

Into the Qfflc;e ofCanriabis1 overall data management strategy. 
C. The Office of Cannabis In collaboration with the Department of Public Health should provide a 

report and .recomrnendatkms to further ihform the City's path forward with medical cannabis by 
Decembe.r 31, zois .. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

October 2, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 171041 

On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation: 

File No. 171041 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~!&-~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 

Not defined as a project under CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15378 and 15060(c) 
(2) because it does not result in a physical 
change in the environment. 

REVIEWED 
By Joy Navarrete at 11 :06 am, Oct 04, 2017 



SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 

October 31, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
City Hall Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

RE: BOS File No. 171041 [Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation] 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS 
REGINA DICK-ENDRIZZI, DIRECTOR 

Small Business Commission Recommendation to the Board of Supervisors: Approval with one (1) 
recommendation 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

On October 23, 2017, the Small Business Commission (SBC) voted (6-0, 1 absent) to recommend that the 
Board of Supervisors approve BOS File No. 171041, with one (1) recommendation: 

Retain the 600 ft. radius requirement regarding distance from a storefront retailer to an existing school, 
public or private, as proposed in the original draft of the legislation. 

State law specifies a default radius of 600 feet from schools, unless a local jurisdiction specifies a 
different radius. As written, the proposed legislation specifies a 600 ft. radius and only allows 
consumption at a medicinal cannabis retailer, cannabis retailer, or cannabis microbusiness. By definition, 
"consumption" means eating, drinking, chewing, applying topically, or otherwise ingesting; it does not 
include smoking or vaporizing. Smoking and vaporizing options are even more limited under the 
proposed regulatory ordinance. 

A radius above 600 feet would be overly restrictive, relegating cannabis retail to a few parts of the City. 
Conversely, a lesser radius opens up additional options throughout the City and allows for more 
dispersion across districts and neighborhoods. As on-site consumption would only be allowed in 
storefront retail locations, dispersion of retail throughout the City benefits districts that are presently 
underserved. Storefront retailers provide a legal and private place for consumers to use cannabis; without 
this option, certain districts are likely to experience undesirable effects of residents and tourists 
consuming in public places. 

The SBC also made the following recommendation regarding pipeline applicants: 

Clarify the registration process for pipeline applicants. 
It is unclear how applicants who have not yet obtained the MCD permit from the Department of 
Public Health will .be able to obtain a temporary permit. Some applicants will not have received the 
MCD permit by the time temporary permit applications are due under the MCD conversion process 
(Section 1605(c), page 13-14; also summarized below). Others have paid the MCD permit fee (which 
includes the recovery cost of Planning Department/Commission approvals), but are not able to show 
that they meet the eligibility criteria under Section 1605( d)(3) for a temporary permit. 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA94102-4681 

(415) 554-6408 



The Director of the Office of Cannabis has already addressed this recommendation in the substitute 
legislation introduced on October 24, 2017, clarifying that these pipeline applicants will be able to move 
forward. The SBC is supportive of corresponding changes to the Planning Code to be consistent with 
BOS File No. 171042. 

The Small Business Commission made additional recommendations to expand consumption options, 
which are detailed in its response regarding BOS File No. 171042. 

On a general note, the proposed policies - including the radius of 600 feet from schools - are already 
fairly conservative. The conservative approach simply does not correspond to the election results. San 
Francisco had the highest percentage of "yes" votes of any county in the state of California (7 4% ). For the 
sake of comparison, the next highest percentages of ''yes" votes were in Santa Cruz County (69.9%) and 
Marin County (69.6%). The table below shows the number of votes per district and the percentages of 
voters for (''yes") and against ("no") Proposition 64. 

Table 1: Proposition 64 Election Data (by district) 

Supervisorial District Number of votes Yes(%) No(%) 
1 34,567 71.4% 28.6% 
2 43,246 77.0% 23.0% 
3 30,990 75.6% 24.4% 
4 33,254 61.3% 38.7% 
5 45,087 84.5% 15.5% 
6 30,283 78.2% 21.8% 
7 39,044 66.8% 33.2% 
8 50,938 84.4% 15.6% 
9 34,559 77.5% 22.5% 
10 28,109 69.6% 30.4% 
11 27,554 59.0% 41.0% 

All Districts 397,631 74.3% 25.7% 

In light of the very strong voter support for Proposition 64, amendments should move the legislation in a 
more liberal direction, rather than toward more conservative regulations or land use policies. 

San Francisco has been a trailblazer in other policy areas. Considering the history of cannabis in the City, 
it should be a leader and innovator in developing progressive, common-sense policies. It should engage in 
thoughtful dialogue to develop policies that are rational and appropriate for their intended objectives (for 
example, to prevent youth access to cannabis), rather than allowing antiquated and unsubstantiated fears 
about cannabis to dominate the policy-making process. 

The SBC respectfully requests that you amend the legislation to address the issues above and approve. 

Thank you for considering the Small Business Commission/ s comments. Please feel free to contact me if 
you have any questions. 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
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Sincerely, 

Regina Dick-Endrizzi 
Director, Office of Small Business 

cc: Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Jeff Sheehy, Board of Supervisors 
Mark Farrell, Board of Supervisors 
Aaron Peskin, Board of Supervisors 
Katy Tang, Board of Supervisors 
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis 
John Rahaim, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Mayor's Office 
Francis Tsang, Mayor's Office 
Lisa Pagan, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Erica Major, Land Use & Transportation Committee 

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS • SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION 
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Zoning Provisions: 
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. Retail 

Testing 
Falls under "Laboratory." Allows 
for testing of cannabis and 
·cannabis products. Allowed in 
most Downtown, PDR, Eastern 
Neighborhood and SoMa 
Districts . 



Zoning Prov~sions: 
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District-Level Controls: 
• Residential and NC-1: 

Prohibited. 
• RC Districts: Permitted on 

the ground floor, CU above. 
• NC & Chinatown: 2nd floor 

and below with CU 
• PDR: Microbusiness only 
• Eastern Neigh.: Notice 

required; CU is required in 
SPD and MUG Districts. 

• C-2, Downtown, and SoMa: 
Permitted as of rig ht. 
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Zoning Provisions: edi 

The Planning Department proposes that the MCD definition be maintained 
for the following four reasons: 

~ Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a 
clear path for conversion.· 

~ Less l.mpactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for medical · 
cannabis wHI be more stringent. 

~ Medical Cannabis Community. The community would like to maintain 
San Francisco's unique medical cannabis industry and culture. 

~ The Unknown: It is far from clear as to what the adult use cannabis 
market will look like and how it will impact the medical cannabis industry. 
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Expanded Area 
MCDs would be allowed in 
SoMa Districts where they 
are currently prohibited, 
and on the second floor in 
NC Districts where typically 
they are prohibited. 



Conversion Process: 

Conversion applications: 

~ Would NOT require C 

• Would require 
notification i 

• Are still 
·Appeals. 

~ 
llill Would need to b 

December 31, 201 

s where neighborhood 

nary Review, , and the Board of 

18 and approved by 



Planning Comm~ssion Action: 

11 The Commission voted 
to keep the 1000' buffer 
around Schools.' The 
Ordinance proposed a 
600' buffer. 

111 Increasing the buffer 
significantly reduces the 
number of store fronts 
and neighborhoods 
where MCDs and CRs 
can locate. 

11 The Commission voted ~ illl The Commission voted 
to remove the 300' !~ to include NC-1 District 
anti-clustering rule and ;· 
replace it ~ith the Orbit _ m 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Dear Supervisors, 

Cynthia Crews <cynthia.crews@gmail.com> 
Monday, November 06, 2017 11:51 AM 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS); Kelly, Margaux (BOS); Montejano, Jess (BOS); Angulo, 
Sunny (BOS); Hepner, Lee (BOS); Rubenstein, Beth (BOS); Summers, Ashley (BOS); Law, 
Ray (BOS); Mohan, Menaka (BOS); Lee, Judy (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Sandoval, 
Suhagey (BOS); Boilard, Chelsea (BOS); Pagoulatos, Nick (BOS); Yu, Angelina (BOS); 
Maybaum, Erica (BOS); Low, Jen (BOS); Choy, Jarlene (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS) 
RE: Cannabis Regulation Legislation [#171041 and #171042] 

I am writing today to urge your caution in blindly barreling forward the proposed ordinances for cannabis 
regulation. There are many issues outstanding, and as introduced, ordinances #171041 and #171042 would 
create a flawed framework that is hasty at best. 

The legislation proposed in Land Use and Transportation Committee and Rules Committee misses the 
opportunity that was key to 2016's Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA). In an October 2016 article by The 
Root, Deborah Peterson Small notes that Californians had "a unique opportunity [with Proposition 64] to strike 
a significant blow against the war on drugs and begin the process of repairing communities harmed by decades 
of racially biased drug-law enforcement." 

While taxation of recreational cannabis dispensaries could be seen as a great opportunity to generate revenue for 
the City, this is not the value of AUMA - the value is reparations. Opening the floodgates to adult use permits 
without an informed framework misses the opportunity to create equity in permitting. Why is the Mayor 
proposing legislation that's being fast-tracked through the Board of Supervisors without proper public input? 

The equity components of ordinance #171042 fall short of the Director of Office of Cannabis' stated goals 
which include equity and restorative justice. The draft social justice task force recommendations by the City's 
Cannabis State Legalization Task Force are lacking in the areas of opportunity that were key to the success of 
AUMA in the November 2016 election. The public seats on the task force failed to include communities that are 
directly impacted by mass incarceration from the "war on drugs." Where has the task force had significant 
dialogue with impacted communities? Where has the task force created robust business opportunities and the 
framework for equity and inclusion in impacted communities - the framework that would be apparent if this 
legislation was comprehensive? This gap in inclusion, I believe, is apparent in the legislation to permit 
dispensaries before you this week. 

You're not there yet, and moving forward without pause creates knee-jerk responses that seek to limit permits in 
commercial corridors and districts. These limits create clustering, shrink the green zone, clog the market with 
venture capital, and edge out communities that should be given the first opportunity to benefit from AUMA. 

Equity doesn't look like pairing a general applicant with an equity applicant as proposed by the task force. 
That's equality. Equality gives everyone an equal level of opportunity. Equity refers to justness, which could 
mean that equity applicants are licensed first. 
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· This legislation is premature, and I u.i.ge you to pause to allow time to engagt.. -.;ommunities in all areas of San 
Francisco. I urge you to hold off on restrictions that limit the green zone. I urge you to push back against the 
Mayor's rushed legislation. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia Crews Pollock 

2 



Somera, Alisa (BOS} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us> 
Monday, November 06, 201710:47 AM 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); 
Vee, Norman (BOS) 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis 
(ADM); SBC (ECN) 
Public Comment regarding Cannabis Land use, rules and regulations 

Hello Committee Members and Supervisors, 

My Name is Christopher Schroeder and I run a small cannabis edible company in San Francisco called Somatik. 
As a member of SF Made which promotes local manufacturing and as a small business owner who's worked 
hard to become part of the San Francisco community I'm wiring to support my position on a few policy 
recommendations which are supported by the Small Business Commission to amend the Regulation of Cannabis 
Businesses BOS File No. 171042. 

I want to emphasize: 

Separate the registration process into 2 steps. Existing businesses which have not had the time or 
resources to find permitted space can do so. And allow these businesses to continue operations during the 
interim while they move towards compliance. Allow businesses a certain amount of time (12-18 months) to do 
so. Some of us would be unable to afford operating expenses without revenue and may go out of business; 
therefore, a pathway that would allow them to continue operating as they work toward compliance would be 
optimal. 

Allow shared spaces for manufacturers. As rent in the city is prohibitive for most people it's even more 
prohibitive for small businesses. It is imperative for small manufacturers, especially those just starting out, to be 
able to share the expense with others. This mirrors traditional practices in San Francisco's non-cannabis food 
manufacturing. 

I also want to emphasize: 

Allow facility tours. The current proposal bans tours through 2019. As a member of SF Made I've been able 
to see the impact of showing people how something is made. As the industry is working to come out of the 
shadows, allowing manufacturers to show their process will demystify it, and create advocacy through 
education and exposure. One of the cornerstones of SF Made is touring local manufacturers to showcase the 
diverse industry and I think operators should legally be allowed to show people their space as part of our 
ongoing storytelling, brand building, and industry awareness. 

Local hiring requirements. The current proposal requires the 50% of our workforce live in San Francisco. 
We currently have 5 employees and 3 of them live in Oakland. Consider expanding the local requirement to the 
8 bay area counties, or reducing the requirement to 30%. Our industry should mirror other industries, and while 
I fully support hiring locally I also recognize that our Bay Area is a fluid community and mass transit systems 
like BART make it easy for employers and employees to seek out the best candidates and opportunities and still 
quicldy and affordably get to work. Our employees were already working in San Francisco or are students here, 
and it would be detrimental to our business to have to let them go, or, hire more people before we could afford it 
to meet a specific % requirement. 
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Cooperatives. Allow for someth111g similar to the state's new business enthy type called the "agricultural 
cannabis cooperative". This entity type allows for cottage and small producers to join together under one 
umbrella entity and use that entity to apply for licensure, lease property, process, distribute, etc. This would help 
with the real estate and economic problem. 1 

I thank you for your time and consideration. 

-Chris Schroeder 

Founder, Somatik Inc. 
www.somatik.us 
415-342-3565 
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Somera, Alisa {BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Friday, November 03, 2017 11:50 AM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: require SF green environmental freindly certified growing for import to SF, critical 
for marijuauana permits 

From: matt500_98_98@yahoo.com [mailto:matt500_98_98@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 02, 2017 7:32 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: require SF green environmental freindly certified growing for import to SF, critical for marijuauana permits 

Honorable ladies & gentlemen, 
Please think about adding responsible growing for cannabis imported to SF. As you know indoor or outdoor .cultivation of 
marijuana is often associated with violation of local, state, and federal environmental laws and pesticide regulation, 
threatening to harm local waterways and groundwater quality and depletion and endanger the public health & safety. The 
rural foothill counties are having a difficult time with growers. Most counties are lucky to have one code enforcement 
officer for the vast areas under cultivation (many illegal). If SF could adopt a method of certifying growers, particularly 
outside SF grow warehouses, meet the best practices (meet local county grow regulations, abide by all laws (suspend 
permit for infractions) and eco sustainable practices. 
Thank you 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Ms. Somera, 

Stefanie Schneider <schneideragain@gmail.com> 
Wednesday, November 01, 2017 7:31 PM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Opposition to removal of the existing MCD ban in District 11 

I am single professional woman who owns and occupies a single-family residence in District 11. I am vehemently 
opposed to additional medical cannabis dispensaries (MCDs) being opened in this district. We already have three, and 
these existing dispensaries should be more than adequate to support the needs of the district. Their existence has 
already caused traffic issues (double parking), loitering, and brought more unsavory elements to this already struggling 
district. I don't want to see this district decline further. We are already fighting illegal gambling dens, gangs, and other 
illegal activities. Allowing this neighborhood to become a haven for MCDs will doom this neighborhood and its residents. 
While we need to recruit businesses to District 11 to round out the business district and remove the blight of boarded up 
store fronts, we definitely do not need more MCDs. 

Please stand up for this neighborhood by supporting the existing ban. A vote to lift the ban would be a disservice to the 
entire district, especially homeowners, as values will be sure to plummet. 

Sincerely, 

Stefanie Schneider 
125 Curtis Street 
San Francisco, CA 94112 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Grace Breyley <breyley@mac.com> 
Thursday, November 02, 2017 1:38 PM 

!'1104/ 

Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, 
Alisa (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS) 
Andrea Ferrucci; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Meyer, Catherine (BOS); Stephanie Cajina; Joelle 
Kenealey 
Additional comments for 11/2 Land Use Committee Meeting 

Thank you for continuing to uphold the ban on MCO and Cannibis Retail In 011. 

At the hearing this afternoon Jane Kim asked to keep the 1000 foot buffer to protect schools and child care facilities. She 
also asked to better understand the definition of child care facilities. We would also like to better understand this 
restriction and expand it to include child oriented services and retail businesses. 

In 011 we have several establishments which do not currently count as child care but would not have come into our 
neighborhoods if cannibis-related business were already present near their locations. These martial arts schools, music 
schools, the YMCA, and counseling services for teens should also be considered sensitive locations. Additionally we have 
one of highest numbers of in-home childcare facilities in our district that would also be affected by this definition. Given 
our high concentration of families in our district, we want to make sure we are building our commercial corridors for 
success to cater to these patrons. 

- Grace 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Dear All, 

Jean Francois Houdre <houdre@sbcglobal.net> 
Thursday, November 02, 2017 11:30 AM 

/710Lf I J: 1'1tD'fl 

Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS) 
Major, Erica (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
STOP THE POT CLUBS IN DISTRICT 11 

PLEASE DO NOT repeal the Land Use Ordinance on banning the 
Pot Clubs in District 11. We are want the same quality of life that 

·other communities have in SF. There are currently THREE POT 
CLUBS we do not want/NEED any more in District 11 ! 
Thank you ... DO NOT REPEAL PLEASE 
Nancy Houdre 
139 Ney Street 
SF CA 94112 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 

Email and Hand Delivery 

October 17th, 2017 

Dear all Board of Supervisors and Government Representatives, 

On behalf of our children, youth, families and our community, I want to take this time to thank 
all of your time and dedication serving our City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). I 
specifically want to thank all of your feedback during the public hearing on 10/03/201 7 
regarding appeal permit for 2505 Noriega Street. We, residents who are impacted by 2505 
Noriega Street within 1000 feet, expressed clearly to all of you our voices and our concerns, stay 
away from our children and minor under 18 years old. We deserve to live a happy, healthy and 
safe neighborhood. 

We are informed all current 42 medical cannabis stores will be converted into recreational 
cannabis stores, plus 7 pending permits, plus many applications for new permits. We don't know 
how many more cannabis stores will be opened after January 1st, 2018. 

As you may know, we have about 95,000 students with the SFUSD systems did not have a voice 
to vote because they are under 18 years old. We have many immigrant residents did not have the 
legal status to oppose Prop. 64 due to immigration statues. Only U.S. Citizens can vote. In 
addition, we, Asians "label" as model minorities in America. We want to continue this model for 
our next generation and generations to come. We hope each one of you do the right thing to 
respect our voices and cultures from different districts, help up set up new recreation local 
cannabis laws to protect children, youth and minors under 18 years old. We hope each one of 
you can be on board to protect our future assets - children and youth. 

On behalf of our children, youth and no voting right immigrants, we suggested the following 
items for you to considerate, help us, to protect our children, youth and anyone is under 18 years 
old~ All of you make history in SF to protect our children's future. 

1. If medical marijuana is 1000 feet already, then recreational marijuana should be minimum 
1,500 feet away from children, youth and anyone under 18 years old. SFUSD has about 95,000 
students. Our community strongly opposed current suggestion change from 1000 to 600 feet. It is 
not a good government practice. It does NOT reflect our community voice. It does NOT protect 
healthy people's interests to protect children and youth. We want all of you to be on board to set 
up better and strong laws to protect our children, 1,500 feet away from children, youth, plus any 
neighbors strongly opposed. We know cannabis is a federal drug administration regulated 
alternative drug for patients who are sick such as pain, HIV, AIDS, cancer and other health 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 
problems. We support safe access for patients. We opposed recreational cannabis stores near any 
facilities that serve minors under 18 years old included day care, pre-school, after school care, 
private and public schools, etc. 

2. We opposed your 300 feet from one store to another. We opposed the removal ofrequirement. 
We proposed to all of you, any new recreational cannabis stores should be at least 1,500 feet 
from each other. We voted for the Mayor, all of the Board of Supervisors, to be good leaders for 
our city. You are elected by residents. We, the people should be included in this new recreational 
cannabis policy planning process. You are the representatives for us. We asked you to set up 
laws for the new applicants that is 1,500 feet from one recreational store to another store. SF 
planning should NOT even accept their applications if any store is close to any facilities near 
minors under 18 years old, included day care, pre-school, after school care, private and public 
schools, etc. 

3. We want to be informed and notified of your public hearings on recreational rules and 
regulations, date/where/when, so we can have representation to participate. We want to be heard. 
We want to be part of the process. We need six languages to be outreached to neighborhoods 
in English, Spanish, Chinese, Russian, Vietnamese and Tagalog. We believe it is the 
immigrants' rights. Many of our immigrants have not right to vote yet. But we are residents who 
pay taxes to support government employees' pay checks. The government has the responsibility 
to provide six languages to outreach to each district, to educate residents about the good and the 
bad impact on recreational cannabis use, cannabis and products should have labels to inform 
consumers. 

4. You and I know that CCSF has many social problems already: car break in, property crimes, 
safety issues, health care problems, homelessness, lack of affordable housing, etc. CCSF does 
not have enough public services workers to address already existing social problems. We don't 
need more problems from this recreational cannabis in specific neighborhoods throughout the 
city, where residents strongly. We were very shocked to hear that Mayor's officer New Cannabis 
Director Nicole Elliott said that her new Office is doing everything to expand recreational 
cannabis stores in Crunatown and all neighborhoods. If people like to smoke cannabis, it is their 
choice. But our choice is clear to you, stay away from kids age 0 to 18 years old. We deserve a 
healthy, happy, cannabis free and safe living condition. 

5.We believe the CCSF, 5 to 10 years from now, our health care service will get worse, our 
crime will be higher, our jail systems will be packed, and many social problems will associate 
with this mass recreational cannabis business everywhere in the city and in CA. But if you can be 
good leaders for our children, youth, setting good example to protect them: 1500 feet minimum 
away from any children facilities include: day care, preschool, after school programs, etc. All 
kids have the same equal right for protection. A good government practice is focus on 
prevention instead of intervention. We've learned from the Tabaco industry and sugar era. 
We, are now paying for the consequences such as cancer, diabetes and many health issues 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 
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San Francisco Community Empowerment Center 
2798 San Bruno Ave. San Francisco, CA 94134 

Telephone/Fax 415-467-1929 www.sfcec.org Email: info@sfcec.org 
related. We banned sugar drinks from schools. We banned smoking cigarette from public 
areas. 

We hope you can help children, youth and parents to create better government practices and laws 
to protect our children, youth and future leaders, plus local residents' health, happiness and 
safety. Thank you. 

Sincerely; 

- bicc= 
Teresa Duque, Executive Director of SFCEC 
Ellen Lee Zhou, Family Social Worker 
Audrey Leong, Community Coordinator 
James Eng, Senior Advocate 
Hazel Lee, President of S .F. Shanghai Association 
Marlene Tran, President of Visitation Valley Group 
Howard Woo, S.F. Community Police Advisory Board 
Bill Zhen, Sunset Resident Support 
Jim Chow, Pastor, Church Support 
Sally Xu Plants, Parent Support 
Raymond Huang, Chinatown Huang Family Association 
Many other groups throughout S.F. 

CC: 
Wilson Chu, President of Chinese American Democratic Club 
Angela Chan, Advancing Justice 
Chinese media 

2798 San Bruno A venue 
San Francisco, CA 94134 
Office Tel/Fax 415-467-1929 
2417 contact 415-829-9550 
WWW.SFCEC.ORG 

Mission: Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available 
resources. 

Free Community Information and Referral Hotline 24/7 voice message 415-829-9550 
Our mission is to empower and encourage people to find supports from available resources 



HELP! OUR LOCAL RESIDENTS' QUALITY LIFE HAS BEEN TAKING AWAY! 
WHERE CAN WE FIND SOLUTIONS? 

Dear Neighbors, Friends, Parents and Workers, 

You are invited to join our community, our voice RALLY against illegal activities(@l) near 
children, youth and families. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force minors to watch nor take away 
local residents' quality life. Prop 215 or Prop 64 does not force neighbors to accept something is 
not residents' cup of tea. Prop 215 and Prop 64 are for better regulations! Those who needed 
can have safe access. Also for those who refused to smoke or use cannabis can continue to 
have their quality life. Where is justice for local residents and families? 

Per DPH(@2), currently there are almost 50 cannabis (@2) stores in San Francisco. The 
politicians who have the power to make decisions continue to force local residents to accept a 
federal drug administration regulated alternate drug for people who are sick. The City 
representatives continue to support permits to open cannabis stores against local residents' 
will, violated children's rights and violated neighbors' right to peace. Healthy people being 
forced to watch illegal activities (@1)! 

Every resident has a choice to live a happy, healthy and safe life. Majority of local residents 
against cannabis stores open near children centers, pre-school centers, day care centers, youth 
centers, youth recreational centers and residential areas. But local government representatives 
continue approve permits to operate cannabis stores disregard strong opposition. It is about 
time to say No means NO! Enough is enough! (such as 2442 Bayshore Blvd., 5 Leland Ave. 3015 
San Bruno Ave, 2505 Noriega St., 2161 Irving St. and many more to come, etc.). Forced 
healthy local residents to accept and watch illegal activities (@1) near their homes each day. 

Come join us and voice your concerns! Support our children, youth and families! Healthy 
families create healthy community! Healthy communities create healthier city (@3). Come 
spend your lunch hour for a good cause! Thank you. 

Date: Wednesday, November gth, 2017 

Time: From 12noon to lpm (Come stand up for our future leaders) 

Location: One Post Street, Near Market and New Montgomery 
(Dianne Feinstein's Federal Office, San Francisco Downtown} 

@1. Cannabis is an illegal drug defined by the federal, no growth, no sell and no smoking. Cannabis 
business: No loan, no bank account, no insurance will cover. Federal agents can come any time to arrest 
illegal cannabis activities. Local government representatives willfully supported illegal activities. 
@. 2 Per S.F. Department of Public health,# cannabis stores currently open, pending to process. 
@3. This RALLY is supported and sponsored by local residents from 11 districts throughout San Francisco. 
This event also supported by local children, youth, families, merchants and residents impacted within 300 
feet, 600 feet and 1000 feet near cannabis stores. 



SAN FRANC1SCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

October 26, 2017 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Oerk 
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee 
Honorable Supervisor Jeff Sheehy 
Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall., Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2017-010365PCA: 
· Cannabis Regulations 

Board File No. 171041 

Planning Commission's Action: Approval with Modification 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy, 

On October 19, 2014, the Planning Commission conducted duly noticed public hearings at 
regularly scheduled meetings to consider the proposed Ordinance, introduced by Mayor Lee and 
Supervisor Sheehy that would amend the Planning Code to include land use regulations for 
various cannabis related activities. At the hearing the Planning Commission voted to approve the 
ordinance with modifications. 

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission voted to add to the 

ordinance by a single vote: 

1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4. 

2. Change "Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery" to "Industrial Agriculture" in Code 
Section 846.87, the SALI district zoning control table. 

3. Delete the following sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 m Version 2 of the proposed 
ordinance: 

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary Use located within :woo600 
feet of a School, public or private, ar a Public F-aeility, Cam1ffltnity F-aeility, f>1' Pritiate 
Gammunily Facility that primarily serve5 persens under 18 years ef age is not permitted. 

4. Add the followin$ text to the definition (Section 102} or location and operating conditions 
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs. 

"Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office of 

Cannabis and Department of Public Health, as applicable" 

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes: 

5. Increase the 600' buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against); 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San F.rancisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415;558.6377 



Transmital Materials CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the "Orbit Option" outiined in in the staff 
report, +5 -1 (Hillis against); and 

7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District4, +5 -1 (Hillis 
against). 

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) 
and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment 

Sponsors, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if you wish 'to incorporate 
the changes added by the Commission. 

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any 
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Aaron D. Starr 
Manage of Legislative Affairs 

cc: 
Victoria Wong; Deputy City Attorney 
Bill Barnes, Aide to Supervisor Sheehy 
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors, Mayor's Office 
Erica Major, Office of the derk of the Board 

Attachments : 
Planning Commission Resolution 
Planning Department Executive Summary 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAf\lf\l.ING D!;;PA~TM'°NT 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Project Name: 
Case Number: 
Initiated by: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 

Executive Summary 
Planning Code Text Amendment 

HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 19, 2017 
90· DAY EXPIRATION DATE: JANUARY 1, 2018 

Cannabis Regulations 
2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] 
Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 
Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects 
dan.sider@sfgov.org; (415) 558-6697 

Recommendation: Approval with Modifications 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT 

1650Mission St. 
Suite40U 
San Francisco; 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6373 

Fax; 
415.558.6409 

Pla,nnlng 
Information: 
415;558.6377 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) establish regulations for land uses associated with the adult 
use (i.e. nonmedical) cannabis industry, including Cannabis Retailers, cannabis delivery ·services, 
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) modify existing 
regulations for Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to allow them in additional locations throughout the City; 
and 3) establish a process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail 
establishments. 

The Way It Is Now: 
1. San Francisco Department of Public Health oversees the licensing and operations of Medical 

Cannabis Dispensaries (MCDs ). 
2. MCDs are currently prohibited in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, and South of Market 

Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts (NCDs); and the Regional Commercial District. 

3. Inmost Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) Districts and NCDs, MCDs are allowed on the 
first floor subject to Mandatory Discretionary Review or Conditional Use (CU) authorization, 
depending on the zoning district; however, they are generally not allowed on the second floor. 

4. MCDs must be located more than a 1,000 from a school or a youth-serving Public or Community 
Facility. 

5. City law is silent on the retail sale of non-medical cannabis. 
6. City law is silent on the commercial growing, manufacture, testing, or distribution of cannabis. 
7. The Planning Code does not have a provision that allows for the conversion of MCD to a facility 

that sells adult use cannabis. 
8. MCDs are not subject to Formula Retail Controls, but they are subject transparency requirements. 
9. There is a limit of three MCDs in Supervisorial District 11. 

www.sfplanning.org 



Executive Summary CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

The Way It Would Be: 
1. The newly formed Office of Cannabis would regulate the cannabis industry in San Francisco, 

including MCDs and adult use cannabis facilities, by issuing licenses and setting operating 
conditions specific to the cannabis industry. The Department of Public Health would still 
perform its inspection and regulatory functions outside of licensing and the operating conditions 
of cannabis facilities. 

2. MCDs would now be allowed in PDR, Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use, South of Market 
Mixed-Use zoning districts; the Japantown, Pacific Avenue, and Folsom Street NCDs; and the 
Regional Commercial District. In PDR Districts, MCDs would be subject to the size limits for 
other retail uses. 

3. MCDs would be allowed on both the first and second floor in NC Districts, subject to either 
Mandatory Discretionary Review or CU authorization, deepening on what the current 
regulations are for the subject zoning district. 

4. The 1000 foot buffer around sensitive uses would be reduced to 600 feet, which is the state 
standard. In addition, the definition of sensitive uses would be revised to only include Schools; 
however other sensitive uses would be considered as part of conditional use findings. 

5. A new land use definition would be created, Cannabis Retail, which would allow the retail sale of 
cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and may also include the sale or provision 

of cannabis for medicinal use and on-site consumption. Cannabis Retail establishments would be 
prohibited within 600 feet of a School (as defined by the Planning Code), and would not be 
permitted within 300 feet of another Cannabis Retail or MCD. Cannabis Retailers would be 
allowed as follows: 

a. Residential (RH, RM, RTO) Districts: Prohibited. 
b. Industrial (PDR) Districts: Allowed only in conjunction with a State Microbusiness 

License; 2t3 of the premises must be dedicated to cannabis-related PDR. 
c. Neighborhood Commercial (NC) & Chinatown Districts: Allowed on 2nd floor and 

below with Conditional Use ("CU") excepting (1) a prohibition in the NC-1 and NCT-1 

Districts and (2) a prohibition above the ground floor in the CR-NC District. 
d. Residential-Commercial (RC) Districts: Permitted as of right on the ground floor; CU 

required above the ground floor. 
e. Eastern Neighborhoods Districts: Neighborhood notice required, except that CU required 

in SPD and MUG Districts. 
f. Community Business (C-2), Downtown (C-3; DTR) and SoMa Districts: Permitted as of 

right. 
6. Existing PDR land uses would be amended to explicitly allow for cannabis related activity. In 

addition, Neighborhood Agriculture and Large Scale Urban Agriculture definitions would be 
amended to explicitly prohibit the growing of cannabis for commercial or personal use. Uses that 
would be amended to include cannabis commercial activity are as follows: 

SAi'I FflAl~GISCO 

a. Industrial Agriculture (currently named Greenhouse) for the growing of cannabis. This 
use requires that cannabis be grown inside and limits the overall canopy to 22,000 sq. ft. 

b. Light Manufacturing for the manufacturing of cannabis produced without the use of 
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 6); 

c. Agricultural and Beverage Processing 2 for the manufacture of cannabis products using 
volatile organic compounds (State License Type 7); 

d. Wholesale for the wholesale distribution of cannabis products (State License Type 11 ); 
e. Laboratory for the testing of cannabis and cannabis products (State License Type 8); 
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f. Parcel Delivery Service for retail cannabis delivery where there is no on site cannabis 
retail. 

7. Section 190 woulci be added to the Planning Code, which would allow existing MCDs to convert 
to Cannabis Retail with only a change of use application. Also, existing MCDs that wish to 
convert to sell adult use cannabis would not be SJibject to the location restrictions for Cannabis 
Retail. 

8. MCDs and Cannabis Retail would be subject to Formula Retail Controls ai1d transparency 
requirements. 

9. The limit on three MCDs in Supervisor District 11 would be removed from the Code. 

BACKGROUND 

On October 9, 2015, Governor Brown signed into law the Medical Marijuana Regulation and Safety Act 
("MMRSA"), effective January 1, 2016, which established a comprehensive state licensing and regulatory· 
framework for the cultivation, manufacturing, testing, distribution, transportation, dispensing, and 
delivery of medicinal cannabis, and which recognized the authority of local jurisdictions to prohibit or 
impose additional restrictions on commercial activities relating to medicinal cannabis. MMRSA was later 
renamed the Medical Cannabis Regulation and Safety Act ("MCRSA"). 

On November 8, 2016, the voters of California approved Proposition 64, the Control, Regulate, and Tax 
Adult Use of Marijuana Act (AUMA), which decriminalized the nonmedicinal use of cannabis by adults 
21 years of age and older, created a state regulatory, licensing, and taxation system for non-medicinal 
cannabis businesses, and reduced penalties for marijuana-related crimes. San Franciscans overwhelming 
approved of legalized adult use cannabis with 74.3% voting yes on Proposition 64. 

On November 9, 2016, the Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05, "Implementing Prop 64: Adult Use of 
· Marijuana Act," directing the Department of Public Health and the Planning Department, in consultation 
with other departments, to move forward with legislation for the Board of Supervisors' consideration that 
would address land use, licensing, safety, and youth access issues related to adult use cannabis under 
Proposition 64. Pursuant to that Executive Directive, the City developed this comprehensive legislation 
that will establish a complete regulatory framework for a broad range of cannabis businesses, and that 
.will identify where, and under what conditions, they may operate. 

On June 27, 2017, Governor Brown signed into law the Medicinal and Adult-Use Cannabis Regulations 
and Safety Act (MAUCRSA), which reconciled MCRSA and Proposition 64, and established a unified 
state regulatory scheme for commercial activities relating to both medicinal and adult use cannabis. 
Under MAUCRSA, businesses that engage in commercial cannabis activities will be required to obtain a 
state cannabis license and comply with strict operating conditions. MAUCRSA requires that state 
agencies begin issuing state cannabis business licenses by January 1, 2018. Under MAUCRSA, local 
jurisdictions may adopt and enforce ordinances to further regulate cannabis businesses, including but not 
limited to zoning and permitting requirements. 

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS 

Office of Cannabis 

SAf~ FRAftCISCO 
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The Administrative Code establishes an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City 
Administrator, and authorizes the Director of the OOC to issue permits to cannabis-related businesses, 
and to collect permit application and annual license fees following the enactment of a subsequent 
ordinance establishlng the amounts of those fees. The new office is responsible for developing and 
managing a permitting process for all cannabis-related businesses, dealing with complaints, providing 
policy analysis and development, and serving as a single point of contact for businesses, the public and 
state regulators. The offices' budged for its first fiscal year is $700,000, which would include three 
positions and $225,000 for web site development, public outreach and overhead .. The office is expected to 
recover at least some of its expenses through permitting fees. 

First Year of Adult Use Cannabis Sales 
During 2018, only social equity applicants and businesses that have been operating in San Francisco prior 
to September of 2017 will qualify for a license from the OOC. Further, no permit will be issued until the 
City establishes an equity program. To that end, the City is in the process of developing an equity 
program that prioritizes communities that have been unfairly targeted by the war on drugs so that they 
can be the first to take advantage of legalization. A social equity report on which the equity program will 
be developed is expected on November 1 of this year. 

There are around 40 approved MCDs in the city, all of which will be eligible to convert to Cannabis Retail 
the first year if they submit an application to the Planning Department prior to June 30, 2018. The number 
of non-retail uses operating in the City right now is harder to account for. Some businesses have already 
received planning approval for their operations, but are not registered as c~abis. businesses. To ensure 
that the City captures all existing non-retail businesses, the OOC has opened up a registration process for 
existing non-retail businesses - those operating both with and without benefit or permit - which closes in 
late November. Only those non-retail businesses that have registered would be eligible for a·license to 
operate in 2018. 

Non-Retail Cannabis-related Uses 

San Francisco already has a very robust regulatory structure for Production, Distribution and Repair 
(PDR) uses, which were minimally amended in the proposed ordinance to explicitly include cannabis 
related activities. A chart showing what uses are allowed in the various zoning districts is included in 
Exhibit C. The Ordinance also restricts cannabis cultivation to state license types that allow for indoor 
and/or mixed-light cultivation with up to 22,000 sq. ft. of canopy. This provision basically limits cannabis 
growing to indoor facilities and to medium size growing operation per the State's licensing categories. 

Cannabis Retail 

The proposed ordinance creates a new Retail Sales and Service use called Cannabis Retail, which allows 
for the sale of cannabis and cannabis-related products for adult use, and that may also include the sale of 
cannabis for medicinal use. The definition allows for cannabis to be consumed on-site; however only 
upon the authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis and Department of Public Health. Cannabis 
Retail is also included in the list of uses considered to be Formula Retail and Cannabis Retail will also be 
subject to the Planning Code's transparency requirements. The ordinance prohibits Cannabis Retail from 
being established within 600 of a School, and within 300 feet of an existing MCD or another Cannabis 
Retail establishment. 

SmFlWiGISCO 
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The question of whether or not to keep the MCD land use definition in the Planning Code was internally 
debated and fully considered by Planning Staff. Staff wanted to balance the desire to avoid over 
complicating the land use categories for retail cannabis, while at the same time acknowledging that 
MCDs had the potential to persist as a discrete land use with unique - and likely less notable -
externalities. The current legislative proposal maintains the separate land use category for medical 
cannabis at least until the City has a better understanding ot how the cannabis industry will take shape. 
Staff's main reasons for maintaining the MCD definition include: 

1. Clear Conversion Process: Keeping two distinct land uses provides a clear path for existing 
MCDs to convert to Cannabis Retail. If we do not keep MCDs as a ~eparate land use, it's not clear 
how we could control for the conversion from an MCD to a Cannabis Retail use. Nor is it clear 
how we would treat those that decide not to convert to Cannabis Retail. The problem isn't 
insurmountable, but maintaining the MCD definition makes the conversion process more 
straightforward and easier to implement. 

2. Less Impactful Use: Starting January 1, 2018, the rules for doctors that recommend cannabis will 
change in three significant ways: 1) The doctor recommending cannabis must be the patient's 
attending physician; 2) the doctor recommending cannabis cannot have a financial interest in a 
dispensary or be an employee of a dispensary; and 3) the doctor recommending cannabis has to 
perform a proper examination before recommending cannabis, lest issuance of the 
recommendation be deemed unprofessional conduct. Further, the law also has a provision 
directing the Medical Board of California to consult with the California Marijuana Research 
Program in order to develop and adopt medical guidelines for the appropriate administration 
and use of medical cannabis. Presumably, when these guidelines are adopted there will be a set 
list of medical conditions for which doctors can recommend cannabis. These changes are highly 
likely to significantly reduce the number of customers for conventional medical-only 
establishments,. making them a less intensive land use. Cannabis Retail, on the other hand, will 
not only be used by medical users, but also by a range of adult users, both locals and tourists. 
Further, since Medical Cannabis Dispensaries are likely to be a less impactful land use, a less 
rigorous approval process was "felt to be appropriate. 

3. Medical Cannabis Community. An ongoing dialogue with those involved in the cannabis 
community, including through the City's Cannabis Legalization Task Force, suggests a desire to 
maintain the San Francisco's leading medical cannabis industry and culture. Local MCDs employ 
experts familiar with what types of cannabis are best for various ailments, have compassionate 
care programs that provide free cannabis to lower income patients, and provide cannabis 
products more oriented toward the medical market than the adult use market. 

4. The Unknown: It is far from clear as to what the adult use cannabis market will look like and 
how it will impact the medical cannabis industry, or to fully' understand its future interaction 
with our neighborhoods. Keeping the medical use allows the City to take a more measured 
· appi;oach. If, in a few years, it turns out that we no longer need a separate land use category, then 
the City can reexamine the need for two definitions. 
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At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed a dissatisfaction with 
the proposed 300' minimum distance between various retail cannabis uses. In response, Staff has 
developed the following three alternatives to the proposed 300 foot buffering provision in the proposed 
ordinance: 

The "District Concentration" Option. Rather than requiring a 300 foot radius around existing 
Cannabis Retail and MCDs, this option would examine the overall concentration of Cannabis 
Retailers and MCDs within a given Neighborhood Commercial District when deciding whether 
or not a new establishment should move forward. This option is similar to how the Department 
examines Restaurant and Formula Retail concentration; however those two options only look at 
the immediate 300 foot radius or 114 mile radius to determine concentration, not the entire 
Neighborhood Commercial District. 

·For Restaurants, the concentration is not allowed to exceed 25 percent of the total commercial 
frontage within 300' of the subject property (and also located within the same zoning district). For 
Formal Retail, no specific concentration limit is established in the Code. The Department's review 
includes all parcels that are wholly or partially located within the 300-foot radius or quarter-mile 
radius. For each property, the total linear frontage of the lot facing a public right-of-way is 
divided by the number of storefronts. Those numbers are then used to calculate the percentage of 
the total linear frontage for Formula Retail and non-Formula Retail uses within the immediate 
area. 

Staff has some concerns with this approach, the first being: What is the appropriate percentage 
for a neighborhood commercial district? The second is implementation. Some districts are very 
large (e.g. several miles long), while others are fairly small, encompassing only a few blocks. 
Evaluating the composition of an entire NCD every tll:pe there is a proposed MCD or Cannabis 
Retailer will require a significant amount of time and efforts - not just for City Staff but also for 
prospective applicants and concerned members of the public. Further, while the City's Zoning 
Maps present clear boundaries for neighborhood commercial district, members of the public 
fairly perceive neighborhoods to be less rigid and unencumbered by seemingly arbitrary lines on 
a map. It would also be difficult to apply to those zoning district that do not require CU 
authorization for cannabis businesses since this approach would require a level of analysis not 
typical for as-of-right permits. 

The "Clustering-As-Finding" Option. This option would remove the mandatory buffering in 
neighborhoods that require CU authorization, and instead make the 300' buffer a finding as part 
of the CU evaluation process. In neighborhoods that do not require CU authorization, a retail 
cannabis business would be principally permitted unless it was within 300 feet of another retail 
cannabis business, in which case CU would be required. Tiris option provides more flexibility for 
retail cannabis business in neighborhoods where CU authorization is required, and also helps 
ensure that neighborhoods where retail cannabis business are permitted as-of-right don't become 
over-concentrated. It's also fairly straightforward to implement. Tiris criterion would be weighed 
against existing CU criteria in the Code along with other new CU criteria established by this 
ordinance. 

The "Orbit" Option. This option would establish a more general, yet easily understood 
clustering rule, by allowing a new retail cannabis business only if there were no more than two 
other existing retail cannabis businesses within a 1,000 foot radius of the proposed site. In other 

SP.JI FIW!C!SCO . 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 6 



Executive Summary 
Hearing Date: October 19, 2018 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulations 

words, a maximum of three retail cannabis businesses would be permitted within a 1,000 foot 
radius. Two variants of this option exist, either (1) a "hard cap" that would prohibit more than 
three retail cannabis establishments within 1,000 feet or (2) a "soft cap" that would trigger CU, 
with clustering as a finding, if that trigger was met. As above, this latter option allows for more 
flexibility, while the former is a clearer bright-line regulation. The Orbit Option - or either. variant 
- could theoretically be applied citywide or in certain Zoning Districts. The 1,000 foot radius and 
number of cannabis retailer could also be adjusted based on further analysis and research. 

On-site Consumption 
At the September 26, 2017 informational hearing, some Commissioners expressed an interest in allowing 
at-least some level of on-site adult use cannabis consumption at Cannabis Retailers. 

On-site consumption can include, but is not limited to, applying salves or balms, vaporizing or smoking 
the cannabis flower, or ingesting edibles made with cannabis extracts. As currently written, The Planning 
Code allows Cannabis Retailer and MCDs to have on-site consumption so long as they get authorization 
from the OOC and Department of Public Health, as applicable. 

Currently, there are eight MCDs in the City that allow on~site vaporizing or smoking. The proposed 
Ordinance would limit onsite vaporizing or smoking to those eight existing MCDs, and should those 
MCDs convert to Cannabis Retail they would forfeit their permit to have on-site vaporizing or smoking. 
The intention, based on the Department of Public Health's highly successful anti-tobacco campaign, is to 
maintain indoor air quality for the health of the establishJ;nent' s employees and customers. A concern has 
also been expressed regarding mixed messages with regards to smoking tobacco and smoking cannabis 
by allowing later, b.ut prohibiting the former. 

Department Staff has significant concerns that if the City fails to allow at least some on-site vaporizing or 
smoking, patrons will undoubtedly vaporize and smoke cannabis on streets, sidewalks, parks, plazas, 

· and other public places. In these places, it is not only prohibited by state law, but where the likelihood of 
youth exposure to cannabis is dramatically higher. While the Department understands concerns about 
sending mixed messages, tobacco and cannabis are not analogous. One can smoke tobacco on the 
sidewalk if you are walking and at the curb if one is not. One can also smoke tobacco in a car, on an 
outdoor patio at a bar, and at various other places. However, state law categorically prohibits the 
smoking cannabis in public, leaving no place to consume the product legally for those who are not able to 
smoke cannabis within their home or for tourists. It is instructional to note that the city of Denver did not 
provide for a place to consume via smoking or vaporizing and subsequently amended their laws to allow 
for consumption areas upon an increase in unwanted public smoking of cannabis. Department Staff is 
concerned that not allowing on-site vaporizing or smoking will lead to the same issues that. Denver 
experienced, and result in more people smoking cannabis in places that will impact a greater number of 
individuals, particularly youth. 

Accessory Use Provisions 
The Planning Code allows for the accessory sale of cannabis products contingent upon the approval or 
the OOC; however accessory level sales are not contemplated to be allowed in the first few years of adult 
use cannabis sales. The Planning Department believes that allowing accessory level sales will reduce the 
need for cannabis-only businesses thought the city, and helps to normalize the sale of cannabis along the 
same lines as alcohol and tobacco sales. It also provides a way for small existing business that many not 
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have the funds to invest in an entirely new enterprise to befit from this emerging industry. However, 
accessory cannabis sales are currently impractical both due to (1) the State's prohibition on the sale of 
alcohol and/or tobacco along with cannabis at the same premises and (2) the absence of nuanced controls 
necessary to ensure the sale of adult use cannabis as a genuinely subordinate and incidental accessory. 
The state prohibits cannabis sales in stores that also sale alcohol or tobacco, and requires that the 
premises be only open to adults 21 years or older. 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Department recommends that the Commission approve the proposed Ordinance and adopt the 
attached Draft Resolution to that effect. Should the Commission wish to seek amendments to the 
proposed Ordinance, the foregoing discussion is intended to provide useful options to do so. 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Department supports the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair 
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cannabis sales, and the supporting PDR activities 
in San Francisco. The ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate PDR activities, 
avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses. The proposed separation from sensitive uses and from 
other retail cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city 
that are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns 
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods. 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, or 
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. 

IMPLEMENTATION 

The Department has determined that this Ordinance will impact our current implementation procedures; 
however the proposed changes can be implemented without increasing permit costs or review time. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed amendments are not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060( c) and 
15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the environment. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Planning Department has participated in hearings at the Small Business Commission, and the Health 
Commission. It has also been involved• with various outreach meetings including meetings with the 
cannabis growers and manufacturer, and existing MCD operators. The Small Business Commission has 
not officially taken an action on the proposed ordinance, but was generally in support of the proposed 
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ordnance and appreciated the 300 foot buffering provision. The Health Commission has also not taken an 
official action on the ordinance, but expressed concern about allowing on-site consumption. It was also 
concerned that the proximity to mental health clinics to future retail cannabis operations, or· the 
saturation of alcohol and tobacco establishments wasn't given consideration in the land use evaluation 
process. Members of the cannabis industry have indicated that they would like an easier path for 
conversion of existing MCD to Cannabis Retail, and to allow all existing MCD applicants the ability to 
obtain a license to operate from the OOC in 2018. As of the date of this report, the Department has not 
received a letter from the industry outlining their concerns over the proposed ordinance; however, we 
expect that one will come prior to the Planning Commission hearing. 

RECOM."MENDA TION: Approve the proposed Ordinance. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
ExhibitB: 
ExhibitC: 
ExhibitD: 
ExhibitE: 

SMI FRANCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Board of Supervisors File No. 171041 . 
Matrix for Non-Retail Cannabis controls. 
Map showing the existing ai<d proposed "Green Zone" 
Map showing the approval process for Cannabis Retail 
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HEARING DATE OCTOBER 19, 2017 

Cannabis Regulations 
2017-010365PCA [Board File No. 171041] 
Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy/ .Re-Introduced October 3, 2017 
Aaron Starr, Manager of LegiJ,:ilative Affairs 
aaron.stan'@sfgov.org; 415-558-6362 
Daniel A. Sider, AICP; Senior Advisor for Special Projects 
dan.side:r@~fgov.org; (415) 558-6697 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 
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415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnforrnat1on~ · 
415.558.5377 

APPROVING THE PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE PLANNING CODE 
TO 1) REGULATE CANNABIS LAND USES, INCLUDING, AMONG OTHER THINGS, ADULT 
USE CANNABIS RETAIL, MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARiES, DELIVERY-ONLY 
SERVICES, MANUFACTURE OF CANNABIS PRODUCTS, CANNABIS CULTIVATION, AND 
CANNABIS TESTING; 2) ALLOW MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN ADDITIONAL 
ZONING DISTRICTS; 3) ESTABLISH A LAND USE PROCESS FOR THE CONVERSION OF 
EXISTING MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES JO CANNABIS RETAIL 
ESTABLISHMENTS; 4) ESTABLISH LOCATION AND OPERATING CONDITIONS FOR 
CANNABIS USES; 5) REPEAL ORDINANCE NO. 186-17, WHICH LIMITED THE NUMBER 
OF MEDICAL CANNABIS DISPENSARIES IN SUPERVISORIAL DISTRICT 11; AND 6) 
DELETE SUPERSEDED PLANNING CODE PROVISIONS; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING 
DEPARTMENT'S DETERMINATION UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
ACT; AND MAKING FJNDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN, AND THE 
EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION 101.1, AND PUBLIC 
NECESSITY,, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE FINDINGS PURSUANT TO PLANNING 
CODE, SECTION 302. 

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2017 Mayor Lee and Supervisor Sheehy introduced a proposed Ordinance 
under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 171041, whkh would amend the Planning 
Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical 
Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery~only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation., 
and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dl.spen;;aries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a 
fand use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retal.1 
establishrnE'.nts; 4') establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 
l86-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) 
delete superseded Planning Code provisions; and, 
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WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public 
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on October 19, 2017; and, 

WHEREAS, The Department determined that the proposed amendments are not defined as a project 
under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c) and 15378 because they do not result in a physical change in the 
environmen~; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the 
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of 
Department staff and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, all pertinent. documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of 
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Franciscoi and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance. 
The Commission's proposed modifications include: 

The Following are clerical amendments proposed by Staff that the Commission recommend ·be added to 
the ordinance by a single vote: 

1. Add Cannabis Retail to the list of Active Commercial uses in Table 145.4. 
2. Change "Non-Retail Greenhouse or Plant Nursery" to "Industrial Agriculture" in Code Section 

846.87, the SAU district zoning control table. 
3. Delete the foilowing sentence located on Page 11, lines 4-7 in Version 2 of the proposed 

ordinance: 

Smoking on the premises of a Medical Cannabis Dispensary UM located within :woo600 feet of a 
School, public or private, er a PubHc Facility, Cemmimity Facility, er Pri&ate CemmMnity Facility that 
primarily ser:eSf'i persens under 18 yeu;rs ef age is not permitted. 

4. Add the following text to the definition (Section 102) or location and operating conditions 
(Section 202.2(e)) for MCDs~ 

"Cannabis may be consumed on site pursuant to authorization by the City's Office of Cannabis 
and Department ()f Public Health:, as applicable" 

The Following amendments were proposed by the Commission and added with separate votes: 

5; Increase the 600' buffer around Schools to 1,000 feet, +4 -2 (Koppel and Hillis against); 
6. Replace the 300 foot clustering option with the "Orbit Option" outlined in in the staff report, +5 -

1 (Hillis against); and 
7. Allow Cannabis Retail and MCDs in NC-1 Districts in Supervisorial District 4, +5 -1 (Hillls 

against). 
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Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and. determines as follows: 

1. The Commission finds that the proposed ordinance because it provides a strong and fair 
regulatory framework for non-retail and retail adult use cannabis sales, and the supporting PDR 
activities, in San Francisco. 

2. The Commission finds that the ordinance uses well established land use categories to regulate 
PDR activities, avoiding extra regulations on cannabis PDR uses, 

3. The Commission Finds that the proposed separation from sensitive uses and from other retail 
cannabis uses for new retail cannabis operations significantly increases the areas of the city that 
are allowed to have retail cannabis sales, while also directly and indirectly addressing concerns 
regarding overconcentration in certain neighborhoods. 

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following Objectives 
and Policies of the General Plan: 

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE1 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMEI\11. 

Policyl.3 

Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 

The propos~ ordinance locates commercial and industrial activities according existing zoning di.<itricts by 
utilizing well established FDR zoning categories for non-retail activities and by allowing retail cannabis in 
commercially zoned districts. 

OBJECTIVE3 
PROVIDE EXP ANDED EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CITY RESIDENTS, 
PARTICULARLY THE UNEMPLOYED AND ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED. 

Policy3.1 
Promote the attraction, retention and expansion of commercial and industrial firms which 
provide employment improvement opportunities for unskilled and semi-skilled workers. 

Policy3.4 
Assist newly emerging economic activities; 

The proposed ordinance seeks to attract, retain and expand the newly emerging cannabis industry, which 
provides employment opportunities for unskilled and semi-sla1led workers 

SAN l'RMCiSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 



Resolution No. 20029 
October 1B, 2017 

OBJECTIVE6 

CASE NO. 2017-0103S5PCA 
Cannabis Regulation 

MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS 
EASILY ACCESSIBLE TO QTY RESIDENTS. 

Policy 6.1 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services in 
the city's neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts. 

Policy 6.2 
.· Prompte economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business 
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to economic and technological 
innovation in the marketplace and society. 

The proposed ordinance seeks to bal.ance the need to accommodate the emerging cannabis retail industry, 
which includes small business enterprises and entrepreneurship with the need to preserve neighborhood­
serving goods and se-rvices in the city's neighborhood commercial districts. It does this by creating 
buff1;ring provisions around other similar uses and sensitive uses, effectively controlling the number of 
cannabis retail businesses that can locate within any one neighborhood commercial district. 

5. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are 
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.l(b) of the Planning Code in 
that: 

· L That existing neighbo;rhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will 
not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood­
serving retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to 
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative f7.(fect on housing or neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's .supply of affordable housing. 

4. That commute],' tr?-ffic not impede MUNI transit service. or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking; 

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking. 

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 



Resolution No. 20029 
October 19, 2017 

CASE NO. 2017-010365PCA 
Cannabis Regulation 

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office 
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 
life in an earthquake; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on Cihj' s preparedness against injury and 
loss of life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect un the City's Landmarks and historic 
buildings. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 
development; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their 
access to sunlight and vistas. 

6. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented 
that the public necessity, convenience. and general welfare require the proposed amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES the proposed Ordinance 
described in this Resolution. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at.its meeting on October 
1.9; 2017. 

AYES: 

NOES: 

ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRAllCISCO 

- h ~ 
J~ 
Commission Secretary 

Fong, Johnson, Koppel, Melgar, Richards 

Hillis 

Moore 

Octoher19, 2017 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 8 

October 19, 2017 

Honorable Members 

JEFF .SHEEHY 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street · 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Proposition 64 Implementation 
File #171041 

Dear Honorable Members of the Planning Commission: 

File No. 171041 
Received via email 
10/19/17 

City and County of San Francisco 

Thank you for considering File #171041, an ordinance I am co-sponsoring to enact 
Planning Code amendments that implement Proposition 64 (''Prop. 64"), the Adult Use 
of Marijuana Act. I'm heartened by Planning's support for Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries (MCDs) in appropriate locations and I look forward to your comments. 

Before 1996, Californians with life-threatening illnesses faced an untenable choice: use 
cannabis for medical purposes and face potential prosecution and imprisonment. With 
the passage of Proposition 215, California made dear that medical cannabis would be 
available for those who need it. San Francisco allowed medical cannabis collectives for a 
decade based solely on that state measure and a Zoning Administrator determination. In 
2006, the City established land use and operating standards for MCDs. 

Ten years later, Californians adopted Prop. 64 to allow adult use of cannabis. Much like 
Prop. 215, the state has acted and now San Francisco must properly respond. I hope you 
will agree that building on our existing infrastructure provides the mos,t efficient path to · 
implementing the will of California voters. 

Many key issues are addressed in a separate ordinance that outlines the operating 
procedures and permit authority of the Office of Cannabis (OOC). With respect to 
Planning Code amendments, this letter provides the Planning Commission with potential 
areas of amendment so you may consider them as part of your deliberations. 

City Hall • l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room 244 • San Francisco, California 94102-4{)89 • (415) 554-6968 
Fax (415) 554-6909 • TDDffTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: Jeff.Sheehy@sfgo\'.org 



Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation 

1. Conversion to Cannabis Retail: Expand Notice & Consolidate Appeals 
As introduced, an existing MCD that seeks to add adult cannabis could face five separate 
appeals. The issuance of a land use permit and an operating permit are separate acts that 
face different appeal tracks. Specifically, the building permit in Planning Code Section 
190 could be appealed to the Board of Appeals and discretionary review could be filed 
with the Planning Com.mission. The operating permit could be appealed to the Board of 
Appeals. Both permits require determinations under the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). Those determinations can be appealed to the Board of Supervisors. 

I expect amendments to expand neighborhood notification and simplify the appeals 
process. Specifically, the applicant would begin at the OOC then be referred to Planning 
for the building permit. If both final permits are issued concurrently, then appeals would 
be consolidated at the Board of Appeals and Board of Supervisors. I am also working 
with the City Attorney to exempt existing MCDs from discretionary review. 

I also expect amendments to the· operations ordinance that would expand public notice 
beyond Planning Code Section 311/312 requirements by removing them from the 
Planning Code and transferring them to OOC. Specifically, the OOC would be required 
to post the location for at least 30 days and mail written notification to occupants within 
300 feet of the proposed location, with a requirement of translation into commonly 
spoken languages required by the Language Access Ordinance. We are also exploring 
other means to increase public participation, including voluntary pre-application 
meetings. 

2. Conversion ofMCDs to Cannabis Retail: Addressing Pipeline Applicants 
The legislation provides that any MCD with a valid Department of Public Health 
("DPH") permit by the effective date of the legislation may use a streamlined process to 
add adult use. This creates uncertainty for other pipeline applicants. Some may have 
secured a land-use entitlement but have not finished the DPH permitting process. Others 
may be awaiting a hearing date, all while incurring rent on a retail location. 

I expect amendments that would allow any applicant who submitted an application to 
DPH and remains active in the pipeline to utilize the accelerated timeline, provided they 
still meet the phase deadlines that would otherwise be applicable in Section 190. 

3. Limits in the Southern Neighborhoods~ including District 11 
The Board recently adopted Ordinance 186-17 (Safai) to establish an MCD limit in 
District 11. I support this limit because Supervisor Safai made a compelling case that . 
policy choices to limit cannabis retailers in San Mateo County were negatively impacting 
southern neighborhoods. After discussing this with Planning, I am open to expanding 
this limit beyond District 11 to cover other southern neighborhoods facing similar 
impacts. I expect amendments that would reinstate the limit adopted in Ordinance 186-
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Letter to the Planning Commission Regarding Cannabis Regulation 

17 for MCDs and cannabis retailers and may extend this to a geographic area in the 
southern neighborhoods greater than District 11. 

4. Reducing Clustering Through the "Orbit" Option 
At the public hearing, some Commissioners :rioted that a 300 foot limit between MCDs 
may not be the best approach to address clustering. I understand that Planning ·will 
propose an "orbit" approach that looks at multiple locations within a larger land area 
(e.g. three in a 1,000 foot area). I am hopeful that the Commission will adopt a 
recommendation that provides greater nu~ce than the 300 foot limit and believe this 
alternative may be a better approach. 

5. Neighborhood Commercial Districts 
Finally, the Planning Code recognizes the unique nature of our Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts (NCDs). Some district supervisors may have unique conditions in 
their NCDs that could cause the Board to either relax or constrain placement of cannabis 
retail in their C0?1ffiunities. I expect amendments in some neighborhood commercial 
dis.tricts based on these unique conditions. 

Thank you for considering my views and for your own thoughtful deliberations on 
cannabis ·policy during this important time. I look forward to your recommendations. If I 
ever can be of assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. 

Sincer~, · /' 

,~~IA bf~ 
JEFFSH~HY 
Supervisor for District 8 

· CC: Members, Board of Supervisors 
Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Nicole Elliott, Office of Cannabis 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

September 26, 2017 

Dear President Breed and San Francisco Residents: 

25 Pi'1 Li: 12 
AK 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

We are proud to present to the Board of Supervisors the first draft of San 'Francisco's updated and 
comprehensive cannabis laws and regulations. While we have had medical cannabis in t,he City for some 
time, the passage of Proposition 64 obligates us to modernize and expand our regulatory infrastructure. 
With significant input from community members and stakeholders, we are confident that San Francisco 
will lead the way in creating a regulatory structure that is safe, sensible, and equitable. 

The creation of this structure is an important and monumental undertaking for the City. This process will 
include challenges, but we are committed to developing sound policy that represents all of our 
communities. These ordinances are simply the beginning of an important City conversation. 

In the weeks and months ahead, we look forward to working with the Board of Supervisors to improve 
these ordinances with broad feedback. We expect to revise the legislation to reflect public input. With 
your help, we will make San Francisco's cannabis laws strong and representative of our City's values. 

We are guided by three key principles. San Francisco's cannabis laws should be: 
1. Safe: Safe access and safe communities are our overriding objective. Whether for medicinal 

purposes or for personal use, we' want to ensure the availability of safe products and to limit 
exposure to youth. Cannabis businesses should reflect neighborhood preferences and character, 
and promote public safety. 

2. Sensible: We strive for straightforward rules that are clear and make sense for businesses, 
communities, and consumers. 

3. Equitable: The decades-long war on drugs wreaked havoc on many communities of color, and 
we have a moral imperative to develop and employ equity principles that reinvest in our 
communities and provide economic opportunities to those who need them most. 

Starting today, we ask for your collective participation. Please provide us formal comments at 
officeofcannabis.sfgov.org. Come to City Hall and provide public comment, engage in public meetings or 
host a forum with your neighborhood association. Help us start a civic conversation; the result will be 
better legislation that is reflective of our values as a City. 

Thank you, and we look forward to hearing from you. c··) 
./f . .// 

,//</ ~'7' 
~,f:;,zJt&fdlf.~ 
Edwin M. Le~~'f ,~yor 

1~=~ t_/v:-~~ c IL# 
Nicole Elrott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

~' Director, Department of Public Heall~ , Dire tor, Planning Department 

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 



October 26, 2017 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Roorri 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: P·roposed Local Cannabis Ordinance Introduced September 26, 2017 - File Nos. 171041, 171042 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors, 

As members of the San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force, we have worked diligently for 

the last two years to present recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. 

During the most recent October 18, 2017, Task Force meeting, the Task Force spent a considerable 

amount of time reviewing the proposed cannabis ordinance·introduced on September 26, 2017 - "Local 

Ordinance." We revisited what Task Force recommendations were included, what recommendations 

were excluded, and what recommendations did not need to be addressed with legislation. 

We feel that some of our Year I and Year II recommendations still need to be addressed. 

The Task Force respectfully submits the below comments regarding the Local Ordinance: 

General 

• Local Leadership. In general, San Francisco should provide local leadership for the cannabis 
industry in instances where State law is unclear or only limited information exists. 

Consumption 

• Expansion of Adult Use Hospitality Venues. The Task Force recommends that the Local 

Ordinance incorporate a general statement of intent to expand opportunities for cannabis use in 

hospitality venues, such as dining establishm~nts. Implementation strategies for these venues 

should be developed in collaboration with key stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality 

organizations. 

• Consumption Areas. The Task Force requests that the City continue to explore and consider a 

land use designation for consumption lounges and establish guidelines to prevent cross­

contamination. 

• Smoking/Vaping Locations. The City should address the issue of equal opportunity for 

businesses by designating consumption lounges for smoking/vaping consistent with the creation 

of lounges for the consumption of edibles already cc;rntemplated within the Local Ordinance. 

This can be achieved by allowing applications for consumption lounge permits for 

smoking/vaping. The Local Ordinance should designate the locations where smoking/vaping can 

occur. 

1 



• Cannabis Consumption in Parked Cars. The City should consider enforcement of State law with 

respect to public cannabis consumption in vehicles (i.e. imposing fines, fees, and arrests) as a 

low priority. 

Land Use 

• Cannabis Retail Distance of 500 feet from Sensitive Uses. The Task Force proposes a distance of 

500 feet to align with San Francisco's current distance for existing tobacco retail permittees. 

* Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue. Discussion points and 

concerns related to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows: 

o A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco's current distance 

requirements for tobacco retail locations.1 Some Task Force Members felt that 500 feet 

was too close of a distance to sensitive uses. Task Force Members also expressed 

concerns that distances less than the State standard of 600 feet would be contrary to 

public opinion and make cannabis retailers more susceptible to federal raids and 

business closures. One Task Force Member expressed concern that distances less than 

the current San Francisco requirement of 1,000 feet from schools are subject to 

mandatory minimum sentencing under Federal law, and prefers to keep the status quo 

of 1,000 feet rather than risk exposing retailers to additional liability of federal 

incarceration. Other Task Force Members supported a distance less than 500 feet, but 

agreed to move forward with the overall recommendation. 

• Sensitive Uses Proximity. The Local Ordinance should include a statement that the City will 

consider exceptions (i.e. less than the currently proposed 600 feet) with respect to the distance 

new cannabis retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses in specific communities where 

appropriate, e.g. the Castro. *Note: the above modified consensus points and concerns are also 

applicable to this recommendation. 

• Clustering. The City should use the Conditional Use Authorization approval process in 

determining alternatives to the 300 foot clustering requirement outlined in the Local Ordinance. 

*Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on this issue, with one Task Force Member 

supporting a clearly defined clustering requirement rather than the use of Conditional Use 

Authorization in certain cases. One Task Force Member also felt that 300 feet was too close of a · 

distance between cannabis retail locations. 

Permitting 

• Local Permitting - General. The Task Force has recommended that the City consider a waiver of 

permitting requirements for cannabis smoking tents at special events, workforce permitting 

requirements that create uniform standards across businesses, a non-profit permitting 

framework, and delivery driver requirements. These issues are either unaddressed or partially 

1 See San Francisco Health Code§ 19H.4(f)(3). 
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addressed in the Local Ordinance. The Task Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance 

reconsider these specific recommendations. 

• Nursery Permitting. The Local Ordinance should define the nursery permitting structure and 

approve nursery permits rather than wait for the State to provide further clarity in this area. 

• Community Engagement as Part of Permitting and Land Use Approval Processes. The Task 

Force supports the permitting and land use community engagement provisions as drafted. 

• Accessory Use. The Local Ordinance does not contemplat.e accessory use permits at this time, 

and the Task Force supports an accelerated process for developing the accessory use permitting 

framework. *Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on the issue of expedited 

accessory use consideration, with general support of the accessory use concept. One Task Force 

Member did not want accessory use to be part of the immediate implementation plan for the 

City's cannabis legalization framework. 

• Agency Oversight. The Task Force supports the City agency regulatory structure provisions as 

drafted. 

• Cannabis Event Permitting. The Local Ordinance should include a process for cannabis event 

permitting. 

Taxation 

• Tax Revenue Allocation Priorities and Data Collection. The Task Force requests that the Office 

of Cannabis consider allocating potential tax revenue towards the City's local regulatory, policy, 

and programmatic goals, and prioritize the collection of appropriate data points to assess the 

impact of cannabis tax expenditures in achieving these goals. For reference, the Task Force's 

suggested allocation priorities include, but are not limited to: workforce development, 

entrepreneurial opportunity funds, education for students and youth, education and training for 

formerly incarcerated persons, and community-identified priorities. 

Other 

• SFUSD Collaboration. The Task Force recommendations specific to collaborating with. the San 

Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD} were not legislated in the Local Ordinance. The Task 

. Force therefore requests that the Local Ordinance contain a statement that references the 

intent to collaborate with SFUSD in the development of age-appropriate cannabis education in 

health education programs and builds upon the school district's existing educational model. 

• Public Safety. The Task Force supports the public safety-related provisions of the ordinance as 

drafted. 
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Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact us with any concerns, comments or 

questions. We look forward to working closely with you to ensure a safe environment for consumers, 

patients, and workers in San Francisco's regulated cannabis industry. 

Sincerely, 

Sara Payan, Seat #12 & Co-chair - sara@sarapayan.com 

Terrance Alan, Seat #19 & Chair - terrance@sequelmedia.com 

Jennifer Garcia, Seat #20 & Co-chair - jen.garcia7@yahoo.com 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
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Driving Under 
the Influence 
(DUI) 

Neighborhood 
Safety 

San Francisco 
Police 

Department 
(SFPD) 

Local policy guidelines for driving under the influence should 
1 l be developed that are based on behavior testing until science 

based testing exists. 

San Francisco should provide technical assistance to 
California Highway Patrol (CHP) as they develop DUI 

2 I protocols and standards: As part of this technical assistance, 
San Francisco should explore the use of cannabidiol {CBD) as 

an antidote to manage overconsumption, with the current 

NL 

naloxone program as a potential model. I NL 

3 
'San Francisco should develop and implement a city-wide DUI 
public awareness campaign. 

4 

San Francisco should develop cannabis business operating 
standards to form part of the business permitting process. 

These standards would ensure that cannabis businesses are 

"good neighbors" to the communities in which they are 
located. 

1
cannabis businesses should be like any other business in San 

5 
Francisco in appearance and manner: well-lit, clean, 
appropriate hours of operation, guidelines for security, etc. 
Three top considerations for the San Francisco Police 
Department (SFPD) when it is developing its criminal 

enforcement and training strategies are: 

NL 

Yes 

Yes 

NL 

1 

Note: NL= Not Legislated 

DPH is in the process of crafting a public awareness campaign that will 
include education around driving under the influence, per the Mayor's 
request via the November 9, 2016 Executive Directive. 

Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 

applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application 
process. The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to 
residential and commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the 
Cannabis Business the name, phone number, and email address of an. 
onsite community relations staff person who may be contacted 
concerning any problems associated with operation of the 
establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk and/or 
alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 

Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on 

the Premises advising persons of this prohibition. 

Operating standards contemplated will require cannabis businesses to 
ensure their space and the space surrounding their establishment is 
secure, remains free of litter, and is lit in a manner that supports public 
safety. 



# 
Enforcement 

and Training 

Priorities 
6 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
a) ::.trateg1es must represent community sens1t1v1t1es and be 
developed together with parents or an agent of family 

representation; NL 

b) Strategies should be informed by subject matter experts in 
· all areas of the cannabis industry, and not simply police 

officers training and/or educating other police officers; NL 

c) The SFPD should collaborate with Child Protective Services 
to establish guidelines for determining the safety of a juvenile 
in the custody of an impaired adult. 

NL 
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# Recommendation 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Included Rationale 
Recommendation Sub-Category: Public Consumption ·•• ·· .· 

·. 
··, •. . 

. ' 

Meaning of the 
Word "public" 

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of 
cannabis or cannabis products is prohibited in any location where the 
smoking of tobacco is prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in 

ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is not exposed to 

second hand smoke. San Francisco's policymakers have passed local 

7 
ordinances that include the prohibition of smoking of tobacco or any 
other weed or plant products in public areas such as parks, recreation 
areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking of tobacco, 
passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, nonsmokers, 
and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and the City 

San Francisco should allow and create policy pathways for is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore, 
smoking cannabis in public places that b.ecome privatized. this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public 

These pathways should follow rules set by the San Francisco places, except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior 
Department of Public Health for tobacco use. No smoking-area designation from the Planning Department. 

Under California and San Francisco law, the smoking of tobacco is not 
allowed in any place of employment, with a limited number of 
exceptions. Under the proposed legislation, a permitted medical 
cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the 

8 Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping 

onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is 
The smoking of cannabis should be allowed anywhere that not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in 
tobacco smoking is allowed. Indoor venues must provide the City. Note also that the proposed legislation requires such 
proper ventilation that addresses odor and smoke if smoking dispensaries to meet ventilation guidelines that will be developed by 
is allowed indoors. Partial the Health Department. 

9 
The San Francisco City Attorney should provide.further legal 
guidance regarding consumption in public-private spaces, i.e. Further clarification is not being sought by the. City on this issue at this 
where, when and how it could be done in the City. No time. 
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# 
On-site 

Consumption 
per Proposition 
64 

10 

11 

Overconsumpti 
on and 

Encouraging 
Safe and 12 
Responsible 
use Across the 
City 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

Under the proposed legislation, the City will allow on-site consumption 
of edible cannabis products. The Department of Public Health will issue 
a separate permit to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite 
consumption of edible products, and rules and regulations to that 

effect will be forthcoming. Note that under the proposed legislation, 

the definition of consumption does not include smoking/vaping. A 
permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area 

designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain 

its smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, 
San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial 
retail locations. Partial cannabis locations in the City. 

Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and 
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and 
regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the 

San Francisco's on-site consumption requirements should not State will provide for in its emergency regulations, to be released in 

be stricter than those outlined in Proposition 64. Partial November, 2017. 

San Francisco and the Department of Public Health should The Department of Public Health is actively developing a public 
collaborate with the cannabis industry and the community to awareness campaign focused on driving under the influence and youth 

develop a health promotion strategy for preventing access and exposure. DPH will aim to include a variety of perspectives 
overconsumption and youth access. Yes in developing and implementing this campaign. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Youth Access and Exposure 
.. ·. 

. 

Education 

13 
The San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) should be 
involved in developing age-appropriate cannabis education 
for San Francisco schools' health education program. NL 
The SFUSD has an existing educational model focusing on 
wellness centers and health-based classroom education that 
should be used as the foundational framework for age-

14 appropriate cannabis education. This framework should be 
analyzed (via data review) to identify gaps and revitalize the 

curriculum to effectively educate schoolchildren about 
cannabis use. NL 
Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis 

15 education programs should also capture children outside of 
the SFUSD system. NL 
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# 

16 

17 

Preventing 
Sales to Minors 

18 

Advertising 

19 

20 

21 

22 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

Proposition 64 funding for student-focused cannabis 
education programs should be distributed in a collaborative 
way across a variety of organizations, especially those that 
are already engaged in these issues. To ensure this, San 
Francisco should develop funding criteria for making grants. NL 

The State should vest decisions regarding student education 
implementation and funding criteria solely in the counties. NL 

The Health Department is conducting a health impact assessment that 
San Francisco should conduct research regarding access for draws together evidence from multiple sources to better understand 
minors in the illicit market after the passage of Proposition the potential health impacts from legalization in San Francisco, 
215 and in other states that have legalized cannabis for adult especially with regard to youth access and exposure. The Health 
use in order to better understand how minors may access Department will continue to collaborate with research experts to 
cannabis after adult use is legalized in California. NL monitor the impact of cannabis legalization on minors 

State cannabis related advertising restrictions prohibit cannabis 
advertising within 1,000 feet of schools, playgrounds, youth centers, or 
day care centers. State law also prohibits advertising to o.ccur in a 
manner intended to encourage persons under 21 years of age to 

The regulation of other industries, such as alcohol and consume cannabis or cannabis products. The City will work with the 
tobacco industries, should serve as a model for monitoring state, regional and local partners to develop any necessary and 
the effect of advertising on minors. Yes appropriate policies regarding monitoring of advertising to minors. 
The San Francisco City Attorney should conduct research 
regarding the free speech limits to regulating cannabis 
advertising at the local level. NL 
San Francisco should conduct research to learn more about 
the strategies other adult use legalization states have used to 
regulate advertising to protect youth. NL 
San Francisco's advertising regulating bodies must do 
continuous forecasting to appropriately guard against "too The City will work with the state, regional and local partners, including 
much cannabis advertising" and be agile in adapting to local agencies that provide access to advertising opportunties, to 
rapidly emerging social trends that could increase exposure develop any necessary and appropriate policies regarding monitoring 
to youth. NL of advertising to minors. 
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# 
Criminal 
Diversion and 
Decriminalizati 
on Options for 
Youth 

23 

Youth 
Protection 

24 

25 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I R-ecommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

It is unlikely that, even with the most robust cannabis 
education programs for youth, there will be a zero percent 
usage rate among minors in San Francisco - they may 
continue to consume and/or sell in schools and other places. 

In light of that, San Francisco schools should take a reality 

and science-based disciplinary approach and rely on harm 

reduction principles to manage such situations. For example, 
for minors who commit cannabis-related offenses while at 
school, suspension and expulsion should not be the default 
tools used by schools to discipline students. NL 

San Francisco Unified School District should identify and 

collaborate with key stakeholders to explore alternatives to 
expulsion for youth facing disciplinary action for cannabis. NL 
San Francisco should develop policies to prated youth, e.g. The legislation mirrors state requirements that all items sold must be 
develop clearly labeled packaging requirements to prevent in a child resistant container and placed in an opaque package when 
accidental cannabis consumption by youth. Yes transported off a permitted premises. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Tourism/Hospitality <· ··. :: ... · .· 
.. 

San Francisco 1~u•I r I Cllll.l~l.U ~llUUIU l.UllelUUI Cllt: Willi ~Lell\t:llUIUt:l~ LU 

Cannabis develop policies that achieve an appropriate balance 

Culture between discretion and visibility of adult use cannabis 
culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways 
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and 
legal consumption spaces while preventing undesired 
exposure for those who prefer limited interaction with the 

Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will 
issue separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite 
consumption of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to 
that effect will be forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such 
spaces for consumption purposes. A permitted medical cannabis 
dispensary with a prior smoking-area designation from the Planning 

26 Department will be allowed to maintain its smoking/vaping onsite 
location for medical use only. Beyond that, smoking/vaping is not 

a) Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis locations in the 
unintended exposure Yes City. 

The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at retail locations 
that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such 

b) Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-
storefront locations to prevent exposure from the street Yes age restricted area. 

6 
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28 

Tourist and 
Resident 
Experiences 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/201'7 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible Consumption Fact 
Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be created by DPH. 
Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel and the 

c) Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain 
provide tourists with educational materials and information educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible 
about safe access and consumption of adult use cannabis. Yes consumption, etc. 

the hospitality and tourism industry to develop pathways for 
lodging establishments to become "cannabis-friendly," 
thereby providing a legal consumption space for tourists_ This legislation does not create a pathway for the Department of Public 
without access to a private residence. No Health to permit consumption in any space other than cannabis retail. 

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to 
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining 
options/opportunities, including the use of cannabis as a 
meal ingredient and the establishment of food/cannabis 
pairing options. San Francisco should collaborate with key 
stakeholders, such as culinary and hospitality organizations, 
to develop strategies for increasing these opportunities for 

restaurants and other food establishments. Strategies could 
include: 

a) Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative 
approach that would create an exemption for these types of Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 
culinary experiences. NL 2018 state legislative agenda. 
b) Development of a patron notification process for any food 
establishment offering these opportunities NL 
c) Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate 
distribution of cannabis-friendly dining venues throughout 
the City. NL 

San Francisco should collaborate with key stakeholders, such 
as the Department of Public Health and tourism/hospitality 
organizations, to develop educational materials for tourists 
and residents that: 

7 
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29 

30 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe 
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will 
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and 
implementini;; a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is 

also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information 
for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of 

a) promote safe cannabis consumption Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc. 

The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe 
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will 
be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and 
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is 
also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information 

b) provide information on different product types and their for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of 
physiological effects, and Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc. 

The legislation requires distribution of a Fact Sheet related to safe 
consumption by retailers at the point of sale, the content of which will 

be created by DPH. DPH is also in the process of developing and 
implementing a public awareness campaign. The Office of Cannabis is 

also working with SF Travel and the Chamber to develop information 

c) outline strategies to identify and manage for tourism/hospitality entities to remain educated on the status of 
overconsumption. Yes adult-use cannabis as well as responsible consumption, etc. 

While DPH is providing the content for the required Responsible 

The educational materials should be made available in Consumption Fact Sheet, the City can translate this and can have it 
various languages and formats (e.g. websites, brochures, available in multiple languages for distribution at the point of sale and 
signage, mobile applications, etc.), and distributed where on the Office of Cannabis website. A general FAQ sheet will also be 
adult use cannabis is allowed to be consumed and/or translated into all languages mandated through the Language Access 
purchased, such as cannabis retail locations. Yes Ordinance. 

While LEAD is a good model to provide baseline education for 
San Francisco, in collaboration with key City Agencies and employees regarding the laws and regulations they are required to be 

stakeholders, should develop educational materials and aware of and to follow, the City is not aware of existing education 
trainings for cannabis retail licensees, their employees, and related to retail cannabis service. The Office of Cannabis would be 
cannabis business license applicants on serving cannabis and happy to partner with city agencies and other stakeholders to identify 
cannabis products safely, responsibly, and legally. The models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training occurs so that 
Licensee Education on Alcohol and Drugs (LEAD) Program employers and employees understand best practices related to 
could serve as a model for this. Yes responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products. 
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Uses 

Retail Uses 

1
{i.e. cultivation, manufacturing, distribution) and utilize the 

1 
existing Planning Code framework to establish land use 
controls for those uses. 

The existing Planning Code framework already addresses 
distance to sensitive uses for non-retail businesses. 

2 
,Consistent with current regulations for non-retail medical 
cannabis uses, non- retail adult use cannabis uses should 
therefore be exempt from distance requirements for 
sensitive uses {e.g. schools, youth centers, etc.). 

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings 
3 lfor the Planning Commission and/or other commission{s) to 

use when reviewing adult use retail applications. 

4 

San Francisco should reduce the distance new cannabis 
retailers can operate in proximity to sensitive uses to one 
that is less than the State- required 600 feet. 

'San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path 
of travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to 
parcel measurement. 

San Francisco should develop reasonable quantitative 

standards to regulate the location of, and permitting process 

for, adult use retail locations in San Francisco. These 
standards should include, but are not limited to: 

Yf,!S 

Yes 

Yes 

Partial 

No 

9 

The legislation contemplates non-retail permits for cultivation, 
manufacturing, testing and distribution and incorporates analogous 
land use controls for these activities. 

The legislation does not apply sensitive use controls to all self­
contained/totally enclosed permit types: cultivation, manufacturing, 
testing, distribution and nonstorefront retail. 

Specifically, the following text is included: "With respect to any 
application for the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in 
addition to the criteria set forth in subsections {cf and {d) above, the 
Commission shall consider the geographic distribution of Cannabis 
Retail Uses throughout the City, the balance of other goods and 
services available within the general proximity of the proposed 
Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure to 
cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any 
proposed measures to counterbalance any such increase." 

The required minimum distance would be 600', which is 400' less than 

presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some 
sensitive uses. 

Straight-line measurement would continue to be used; other 
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty 
and controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike. 



# 

5 

6 

7 

8 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
a) Strategies to facilitate meetings between the applicant and 
neighboring community prior to the Plan.ning Commission 
hearing and/or application process to address neighborhood The existing Pre-Application Requirements would apply to all MCDs in 
concerns Yes NC Districts 

b) Strategies to prevent clustering (as discussed below) Yes A 300' clustering requirement would be created 

c) Considerations for proximity to sensitive uses (as discussed A clear 600' minimum requirement only from schools would be 

below) Yes established 

San Francisco should further define and/or refine definitions 
As above, sensitive uses would be refined to only include schools and 

of "sensitive uses" and expand locations in which new 
the present 1,000' minimum separation would be reduced to 600', 

cannabis retailers could operate, where appropriate. 
thereby allowing a greater range of geography in which cannabis 

Yes businesses could seek permission to operate. 

San Francisco should consider varying approval processes 

(e.g. neighborhood notice only; notice plus mandatory 
Discretionary Review hearing; notice plus Conditional Use 
Authorization; etc.) for different zoning districts, with more 
rigorous review processes in Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts or other locations which present potential land use 

NC Districts would generally require CU; Mixed-Use Districts would 
conflicts and less rigorous processes in other districts, such as 

generally require neighborhood notice; Downtown Districts would 
Downtown or industrial districts. 

Yes generally be as-of-right. 

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of 

adult use cannabis retailers. Strategies may include: 

a) Use of "buffer zones" around other adult use retail 
locations. The distance of these buffer zones should balance 

both community concerns and business interests, with the 
aim of preventing too high a concentration of retail locations 

A cannabis businesses could not locate within 300' of another such 
in a given district while also encouraging healthy competition. 

Yes business. 

b) Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhood Commercial While the minimum clustering distance is the same throughout the 
Districts to balance neighborhood concerns, and less strict City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the Commission 

.. clustering requirements in other districts, such as Downtown consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a higher 
or Industrial districts. Partial level of scrutiny would apply. 

10 
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12 

MCD and Adult 

Use Retail 
Zoning 
Approval 13 
Processes 

14 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail 

businesses in existing Formula Retail rules. 
Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has 
eleven or more ret.ail locations worldwide, it is subject to a 

more stringent review and authorization process. 
In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCDs are subject to 

Yes Formula Retail controls. 

San Francisco should allqw retail locations in areas other than 
In areas with floor-by-floor zoning controls, cannabis businesses would 

the ground floor, such as spaces located at basement level, 
be allowed on the basement, ground, and 2nd levels. In other areas 

second floor or higher. 
Yes where allowed, cannabis businesses would be· allowed on all levels. 

San Francisco should develop a mechanism to prioritize the 
re-permitting of medical cannabis business operators who 

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who 
were shut down by the federal government or lost their 
original permit due to sale of building and loss of lease. 

were in good standing with the City but were forced to close due to 
Yes federal intervention/enforcement. 

San Francisco should align regulations for adult use cannabis 
retail sign age on store fronts with regulations for other retail Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the 
businesses. Yes Pla.nning Code changes. 

Medical cannabis dispensaries have more stringent ADA 
requirements to increase access for patients, which may not 
be necessary for adult use retailers. Therefore, adult use 
cannabis retailers, as distinct from medical use cannabis 
retailers, should not be subject to the heightened ADA 

Retailers would be required to retain medical as a use, therefore, their requirements that currently apply to MCDs. 
Partial ADA requirements remain just as stringent as those of MCDs. 

San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current 
medical cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use 
market. A "transition" would include a medical dispensary 
adding adult use products or a medical dispensary switching 
to an adult use business model. Such "grandfathered" 

The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to 
medical cannabis businesses should be exempt from any 

convert to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more 
new, more restrictive land use provisions that may be restrictive clustering provisions, and exempts them from obtaining 
applicable to adult use retail businesses. 

Yes Conditional Use Authorization. 

Recommendation SLib-Categorv: Social Ji.istice/WorkfcirceDevekipment.· .• ··· " ·• .. ·. ••>" :. " ' .. " •· 
"'' ·• ... 
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Successful 
Workforce 

15 

16 

17 

18 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
San Francisco should collaborate with San Francisco City 

College, San Francisco Unified School District, and other 
workforce development organizations and key stakeholders, 

to develop new or build upon existing training and 

apprenticeship programs as workforce pathways for 

individuals to participate in all aspects of the cannabis San Francisco Workforce does this for other sectors and will lead 

industry (i.e. cultivation, laboratory testing, manufacturing, initiatives to incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach. 

retail, etc.). These programs should increase opportunities for Once certification and licensing standards for employees are 

individuals to enter the cannabis industry, but also be part of established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving 

a broader workforce strategv to increase iob onnortunities in NL industry-recognized credentials. 

The legislation does not contemplate stricter eligibility requirements· 
than the state, notably around conviction history review. The 

San Francisco should ensure that those with a criminal justice legislation directs the Office of Cannabis to make every effort to 

history are not automatically barred from job opportunities coordinate conviction history review with the state so both local and 
within the cannabis industry, and that license holders are state eligibility is defined at the beginning of the permitting process. 
incentivized to hire people with a criminal justice history to Also, by implementing First Source standards, businesses will have 

the extent possible. direct access to a pipeline of qualified but oftentimes disadvantaged 

candidates that include people whom have interacted with the criminal 

Yes justice system. 

The legislation contemplates requiring participation in the First Source 
Hiring Program for all permanent permit holders, meaning· businesses 
would post any new entry-level positions with San Francisco's 

San Francisco should create incentives (rather than 
workforce system before posting those positions publicly (i.e. their 

mandates) for cannabis businesses to hire local residents ancj 
website, linked in, craigslist, monster, etc.). As a good faith effort (as 

individuals from communities affected by mass incarceration. 
_opposed to a mandate) First Source ensures that participating 

The City should also create hiring preference policies for 
businesses consider qualified San Francisco residents whom have 
sought out workforce services before they begin recruiting for 

residents who have moved out of the City due to the high 
candidates through more traditional hiring practices that may lead to 

cost of living. 
under representation by low-income or disadvantaged San 
Franciscans. First source has proven to be a valuable tool for local 
businesses in gaining access to a screened pool of qualified candidates 

for entry-level positions. 
Yes 

San Francisco should lower financial barriers to enter the 

cannabis industry by collaborating with workforce 
development organizations to provide high quality, free or 

low-cost cannabis workforce trainings, which should include As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other 
both on line and in-person modalities. Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach. 

12 
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19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The cannabis industry is a dynamic field, and as such, San 
Francisco should collaborate with workforce development 
organizations to provide continuing education to maintain a 
well-trained, competent workforce and assure 
patient/consumer safety as new technologies and products As mentioned earlier, San Francisco Workforce does do this for other 

emerge. Yes sectors and will incorporate cannabis occupations into this approach. 

While persons under the age of 21 are not eligible to be employed by a 
commercial cannabis businesses, the San Francisco workforce system 
includes a Provider exclusively dedicated to formerly incarcerated 

San Francisco should create job opportunities and participants and their unique hiring needs. In addition both our Adult 
mechanisms to educate, train, and hire formerly incarcerated and Young Adult programs see a disproportionate number of 
persons, transitional age youth (age 18-21), and young adults participants with criminal backgrounds. These tend to be the people 
(age 21-26). The City's current process for hiring formerly that access workforce services because of the level of difficulty they 
incarcerated persons could serve as a model. face when trying to find employment. The workforce system is 

designed to offer education and training pathways for. its participants 
to qualify for demand occupatio(ls. First Source is a proven model for 
increasing access to job opportunities by participants in the workforce 

Partial system 

San Francisco should work with key stakeholders to develop 
TThe workforce system hosts job fairs regularly and can easily 

mechanisms to publicize job opportunities and draw diverse 
candidates to the canna):iis workforce, such as job fairs, 

incorporate cannabis employers and opportunities. OEWD's business 
services team can support communications strategies to increase 

public education campaigns, or other pipelines. 
NL awareness of the opportunities the industry creates. 

San Francisco should ensure that existing workforce policies 
Operators will be required to comply with all local and state safety, 

and protections for wage and benefit rights are extended to 
wage and labor ordinances. Revisions to the legislation will 

the cannabis industry workforce, such as connecting worker 
contemplate including a detailed description of how the applicant will 

rights protections to the permitting process. 
Yes meet all state and local laws related to worker rights and protections. 

Post-legalization, there will be a need for lab technicians with 
This could likely align with the City's existing health care sector 
trainings. Once certification and licensing standards for employees are 

the capacity for testing cannabis products, and San Francisco 
established, workforce will work to prepare people towards achieving 

should invest in this capability. 
NL industry-recognized credentials. 

13 
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24 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

The legislation pending before the Board of Supervisors proposes that 
no applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made 

available until an Equity Program has been established. This program is 

intended to encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry; 
and it will be developed and informed by an Equity Access Report due 
to the Board cif Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017. 

San Francisco should engage workforce development 
organizations, community-based organizations, community The Office of Cannabis is yvorking on the Equity Report with the Human 
members, and other key stakeholders to develop strategies Rights Commission and the Controller's Office. The report will present 

to reduce economic barriers for people of color, women, and available data on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, 

formerly incarcerated persons to enter the cannabis industry income, economic status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender 

as entrepreneurs. Strategies could include: identity, and HIV/AIDS status. It will also include recommendations 
regarding policy options that could (A) foster equitable access to 

participation in the industry, including promotion of ownership and 

stable employment opportunities in the industry {B) invest City tax 
revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that have 
historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of 
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted 
those communities, and (D} prioritize individuals who have been 
previously arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses. 

The legislation does not currently contemplate reallocation of existing 

a) Consider a prioritized permitting process to help operators 
funding for the purpose of subsidizing rent. However, the legislation 

reduce initial start-up costs {e.g. subsidized rent while 
contemplates giving priority processing to Equity Applicants, a category 

undergoing permitting process} 
to be defined by the City this fall. Additional policies to support equity 
operators will be further defined during the development of the 

Partial proposed Equity Program. 
This legislation does not currently contemplate the reallocation of 

b} Creation of grants or other fonding opportunities to assist existing funding to assist people of color, women, and formerly 
people of color, women, and formerly incarcerated persons incarcerted persons from achieving ownership, however, this will be 
in achieving business ownership one area the City will seek to address through the creation of an Equity 

No Program this fall. 

This legislation contemplates only allowing eligible candidates access 

to applications for a permanent permit to operate once an Equity 
c) Equity licensing Program is established. At the time applications are opened, it is 

proposed that equity applicants receive priority review for permit 

Yes processing. 

14 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
The Equity Program contemplated. includes priority permit processing 

and technical assistance to applicants who meet Equity Criteria. 

d) Subsidized permitting and licensing fees 
Subsidized permitting and licensing fees will be contemplated during 

the development of the Equity Program and may be reviewed when 
the permit and license fee legislation is before the Board of Supervisors 

Partial this fall. 

e) Use of existing small business support structures and The Office of Economic and Workforce Development will do a survey of 
programs as models, such as the Mission Economic all of small business support structures and programs, and this survey 
Development Agency (MEDA), Minority-owned Business should be able to identify which programs cannabis businesses are 
Enterprise (MBE), Women-owned Business Enterprise (WBE) eligible for today and where there may be any missing pieces. OEWD 
programs, and others. can then work with the City and State to identify potential funding 

NL sources for additional programming that may be needed. 
Due to federal cannabis prohibition, cannabis business 
owners cannot easily access banking services, and therefore, 
must operate on a largely cash-only basis. Thus, business 
ownership is limited to entrepreneurs with access to capital. While the federal priorities forthe Office of Cannabis will reflect 

San Francisco should therefore advocate for a change in advocacy around changes to federal prohibition to align with state and 

federal prohibition policy and explore opportunities to use local law, this legislation does specifically speak to policies related to 

Citv funding and/or local credit unions to provide banking NL allowing for city funding for banking services. 

San Francisco should apply for Proposition 64 Community 
Reinvestment Grants and collaborate with key stakeholders 
to allocate funding to programs that benefit the communities 
targeted by the Proposition 64 grant funding. Program 

priority areas could include: 

• the educational system 
• childcare subsidies 
•services for formerly incarcerated persons and other 
communities affected by cannabis prohibition 
•housing 
•job creation 
• 1 behavioral health services 
•criminal record expungement 

The City has engaged with the State on all funding opportunities and 
Will continue to proactively advocate for funding formula and compete 

NL for allocations that benefit San Francisco programs and communities. 

15 
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Social Justice 

28 
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29 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

The legislation proposes requiring a community benefits agreement 

from all commercial cannabis businesses, which at a minimum requires 

participation in the City's First Source Program. The legislation also 

proposes priortizing permit processing based on the following: (1) 
Applications from Equity Applicants; 
(2) Applications that, if awarded a permit, would contribute to the 

San Francisco should encourage cannabis businesses to invest continued access to Medicinal Cannabis for individuals who qualify to 

in community benefit agreements that allocate resources to use Medicinal Cannabis under California Health & Safety Code Section 
community. 11362.5; (3) Applications from Applicants that were operating a 

Medical Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate 

Use Act prior to September 1, 2016; (4) Applications that demonstrate 
a commitment on the part of the Applicant to provide benefits to the 
surrounding community, including but not limited to workforce 
opportunities and community benefits contributions; and (5) 
Applications that, if awarded a permit, would provide for the 
continued employment of persons in the Cannabis industry. 

Yes 
While the overall workforce strategy is not legislated through these 

San Francisco should include cultural competency trainings as 
ordinances, the City can review ways to provide appropriate trainings 

to employees. The Office of Cannabis seeks to better understand if 
part of the cannabis workforce development strategy. 

there is/are a specific cultural need{s) that the Task Force seeks to 

NL address through this recommendation. 

The City is facilitating a registration process for existing medicinal 
cannabis businesses not currently permitted under Article 33 of the 
Health Code. This regisration process allows San Francisco cannabis 

businesses to provide the City with information including: Business 
San Francisco should develop pathways, such as an amnesty Registration Certificate, proof to occupy, location, verifiable date of 
program, to encourage existing businesses to transition from operation, etc. IF businesses have this information and they are 
the illicit to legal market. conforming to the Planning Code, the business Will be subject to an 

inspection. If the business passes the inspection and provides the City 
with all necessary information, the business will be eligible for a 

temporary permit to operate their medical cannabis business. This 
temporary permit will authorize them to seek a temporary license from 

Yes the state beginning Jan 1. 2018. 

16 
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Licenses 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

# !Recommendation 
San Francisco and the San Francisco Police Department 

30 1
should collaborate with community policing and diversion 
programs to educate businesses ori the transition from the 
illicit to legal market. 

The San Francisco District Attorney and Public Defenders 

31 1
offices should work to streamline the record expungement 

and resentencing process for individuals with eligible 
previous convictions as outlined in the Proposition 64. 

San Francisco should develop a local adult use cannabis 
1 /licensing system that aligns and builds upon the State license 

types and structure. 

San Francisco should con.sider creation of new license types, 
in addition to the State-defined license types, to 
accommodate the diverse businesses within the adult use 
cannabis industry in the City. Any newly created local license 
types should be shared with the State and may include the 
following: 

2 1
° New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking 
license 
• New category: Consumption lounge 
•New category: Events (e.g. commercial events and farmers' 
markets, etc.) 

The City should also explore the possibility for one-day event 
permits. 

San Francisco should support opportunities for existing 

3 
I businesses to participate.in the cannabis industry by allowing 
for dual {i.e. the ability to sell both non-cannabis & cannabis 
products) licensing opportunities. 

Included !Rationale 

NL 

NL 

While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does 
not allow for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and 
outdoor agriculture. All local applicants, except retail applicants, are 
not required to apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit 

Partial I {although they will be required by the state) 

No 

Yes 

17 

The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing 
state license types established by MAUCRSA at this time. 

Manufacturing is allowed, and consumption will be allowed at retail 
locations, under certain conditions. Special event permits are not 
contemplated in this legislation. 

The legislation allows cultivators, manufacturers and distributors the 
opportunity to conduct medicinal and adult use related activities on 
their premises. The legislation requires retailers to either conduct only 
medical, or adult-use and medical activities on their premises. No 
solely adult-use retail activity is permitted under the proposed 
legislation. 
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6 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
Similar to DPH's approach to onsite consumption at retail locations, 

In order to provide a consumption space, San Francisco San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right 

should consider waiving licensing requirements for smoking to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the 

tents at special events where there is no cannabis City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this 

distribution. legislation does not contemplate permitting smoking tents at special 

No events. 

Proposition 64 includes a Type 7 =Manufacture 2 license for 

sites that manufacture cannabis products using volatile 

solvents. In planning for these uses, San Francisco should use 
the Planning Department's zoning map for volatile This legislation proposes zoning volatile solvent manufacturing only in 

manufacturing and only issue Type 7 =Manufacturer 2 locations where such activity would be allowed in an analogous use, 
licenses in these permitted areas. Yes such as in PDR-1-G, PBR-1-D, and PDR-2. 

San Francisco should consider workforce licensing 

requirements that create uniform standards across 
businesses. The City should work with relevant stakeholders Professional licenses are generally implemented at the state level, and 

to identify appropriate training requirements that achieve a because this is statewide activity, the City believes this should remain a 

balance between creating minimum standards that do not state responsibility. With that said, the creation of standardized licensing 

also create a barrier to entering the industry. The City should requirements for workforce would allow individuals to train for clearly 

consider various job training formats (e.g. on-the-job training, identified skills that meet the needs of the employer making them more 

apprenticeship certification, continuing education, shadow successful at gaining employment. It is important that these standards be 

programs at dispensaries, etc.) and leverage existing universal across geographies, ensuring that the worker has a broad market 

programs to develop and implement adult use cannabis 
place for their skills and allowing them to find the best fit for themselves. 

workforce education and training. The following entities 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development and their workforce 

could be involved in this effort: 
providers ensure that all trainings they provide give participants the skills 

• Office of Small Business 
they need for licensure (for example guard cards for security guards). 

• City College of San Francisco and other community colleges The Office of Economic and Workforce Development as well as the Office of 
•San Francisco Unified School District Cannabis can plan to participate in discussions for license establishment at 
• Charter or private schools the state level to ensure that such standards meet the needs of both our 
• Unions workforce and businesses. The City can then implement such standards 
• Oaksterdam University within OEWD/partner trainings to ensure that the workforce participants 
• Patient Focused Certification Program -Americans for Safe are able to get the licenses needed to move into the workforce. 
Access 

NL 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
While the City is not creating non-profit specific permits for 2018 (as 
defined by MAUCRSA) the City is contemplating an allowance for 

San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and compassion programs, with certain restrictions, so that low income 

make non-profit licenses available for cannabis organizations patients are able to continue to access medical cannabis at reduced 

that provide compassion programs and supportive services. cost. A report to that effect will be released by the Office of Cannabis 
in consultation with the Department of Public Health, and Controller's 

Partial Office on November 1, 2017. 

San Francisco should consider a local license that would allow 
for adult use mobile delivery/retail services without the brick 

and mortar retail requirement. Adult use cannabis retailers 
that possess a delivery-only license should have a hub, or 
centralized location, to process orders. In-home cannabis 
businesses could have impacts on residential neighborhoods, The legislation proposes permits for nonstorefront retail delivery. 
so these hubs should be in non-residential or live/work Zoning for this activity will mirror zoning requirements for distribution 
commercial zoning locations. Yes activity. 

Delivery drivers will be required to carry a manifest for each order. It is 
contemplated that the manifest will include: 1) Permit name and 
number, 2) Name of purchaser and date of birth, 3) date and time 

Delivery drivers will need proof of authority to fill delivery 
order was placed, 4) a description of the product ordered and amount, 
and 5) delivery address. These requirements have been contemplated 

orders. The driver should possess an order manifest that 
in order to meet state regulations related to delivery. To-date, 

includes patient name, order date, delivery date, business 
MAUCRSA requires delviery personnel to carry a physical copy of the 

/ 

name, items ordered, and order time. However, delivery 
delivery request requires the delivery personnel to make it available 

address should not be included, as inclusion of this 
upon request of the licensing authority and law enforcement officers, 

information may pose a safety risk to consumers. 
however, the City expects that mandatory manifest information will be 
further clarified in the State's emergency regulations. To discourage 

"mobile delivery" the City is requiring each order have a specific 
destination prior to departure from the nonstorefront retail delivery 

Partial location. 

San Francisco should allow permitted medical cannabis 
The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to meet 
certain application requirements and operating standards to be eligible 

dispensaries that currently operate delivery services to 
to deliver. If the retailer meets these requirements they may continue 

· continue to provide deliveries. 
Yes to deliver cannabis. 

The legislation proposes requiring all retail permit holders to seek 
authorization to c::leliver, and as a part of their applications, 

Delivery drivers should receive appropriate training to retail/delivery will be required to sign a statement affirming that they 
minimize potential safety risks. will provide training to all employees concerning the laws governing 

sales and delivery, and to attend that the operator will take steps to 

Yes ensure the personal safety of their employees. 
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Recommendation Included Rationale 
T 

San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in 
The legislation proposes requiring all retailers to maintain their medical both the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. 

Yes use while allowing them to add adult use to their location. 
The licensing process for medical cannabis dispensaries As proposed, MCDs would be permitted as of right in all commercial 
should not be more restrictive than that for adult use retail zoning districts, but require a Mandatory DR or CU, depending on the 
licensees. Yes district, in Neighborhood Commercial Districts. 

The legislation states: In reviewing applications for Cannabis Business 
permits, the Director shall give priority to: 
(1) Applications from Equity Applicants; 
(2) Ai>plications from Applicants that were operating a Medical 

San Francisco should consider creating a licensing priority for Cannabis Dispensary in compliance with the Compassionate Use Act 
current medical cannabis dispensary operators in operation prior to September 1, 2016; 
as of, or prior to, September 1, 2016, to apply for adult use (3) Applications that demonstrate a commitment on the part of the 
cannabis licenses. This aligns with Proposition 64's existing Applicant to provide benefits to the surrounding community, including 
licensing priority provision. but not limited to workforce opportunities and community benefits 

contributions; and 
(4) Applications submitted by all other Applicants. 

Yes 
Rec.ommendation Sub-Category: Taxation and Revenue ··.·.· 

· .. .·· 
.. .. . . 

Taxation 
The Mayor issued Executive Directive 16-05 on November 9, 2016, that 

Proposition 64 establishes State adult use cannabis taxes. To 
directed his Budget Director to consult with the Controller, Treasurer 

complement the State's taxation system, San Francisco 
and Tax Collector, and other stakeholders to propose taxation and 

should consider establishing local cannabis taxes to generate 
permitting fees related to the production and distribution of cannabis 

15 
revenue that may be allocated to local cannabis legalization 

products. He also asked staff to consult with other American 

priorities not already funded through state taxes or other 
jurisdictions that allow for non-medical cannabis use to survey their 

funding mechanisms. 
taxation and fee methods, to incorporate lessons learned. This 
cannabis tax working group will make recommendations for a local 
ballot measure to tax commercial cannabis activity. These 

NL conversations have just begun. 

If San Francisco decides to implement local adult use 
cannabis taxes, the City should consider up to a 1% excise tax 

16 
or gross receipt tax. The State will impose a 15% excise tax on 
adult use cannabis. Therefore, the local excise tax should not 

While a specific percentage has not been settled on, the City sesks to 
exceed 1%, to prevent consumers from purchasing from the 

ensure a rate that does not shift businesses and consumers back to the 
illicit market due to taxes that are perceived to be too high. 

NL illicit market 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
Given that the cannabis industry currently operates primarily 
on a cash-only basis, San Francisco's Office. of the Treasurer 
should create a mechanism to collect local adult use cannabis The Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector is experienced in 
taxes. NL receiving and handling cash. 

San Francisco should consider allocating some potential State 
and local adult use cannabis tax revenue towards the City's 
local regulatory, policy, and programmatic goals with respect 
to cannabis legalization. Allocation priorities include, but are 
not limited to: 
• Workforce development 
• Entrepreneurial opportunity fund While not legislated, the Equity Report requested by the Board of 
• Education for students and youth Supervisors will contain some recommendations related to the 
• Education and training for formerly incarcerated persons possible investment of City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for 
• Community-identified priorities (e.g. community benefit communities that have historically been disenfranchised. The Office of 
agreements) Cannabis, Human Rights Commission and Controller will contemplate 

this recommendation when drafting the report and requisite 

NL recommendations. 

San Francisco should use an evidence-based approach to 
Data collection is not c~rrently contemplated in this legislation, 

inform future adult use cannabis policies and legislation. The 
however, the Office of Cannabis is working to define methods of data 

City should engage key stakeholders to identify and collect 
collection and scope, and will incorporate this collection plan into their 

· appropriate data points to assess the impact of cannabis 
2018 work plan. The OfHce will seek to use data to inform future policy 

legalization. 
NL recommendations for the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Agency Oversight ·. ·. 
Local 11n aeve1opmg an appropriate 1oca1 regulatory and regulatory 

Regulatory and oversight structure for adult use cannabis, San Francisco 

Regulatory should consider the following.characteristics to ensure 

Oversight success for the entities responsible for regulation: 

Structure • Responsive 
The role of the Office of Cannabis is to implement the regulatory and •Timely 

20 
•Accountable permitting policies crafted by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, and 

• Strong leadership to track and analyze data to inform future policymaking related to 

• Transparent cannabis activity. This legislation provides a transparent structure that 

• Promote certainty in process allows for appeals of Director decisions to a third party hearing officer 

• Multi-agency collaborative model and then to the Board of Appeals for instances such permit issuance, 

Yes suspension and revocation of permits. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year I Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document -10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 

San Francisco should consider new and/or existing regulatory 
and regulatory oversight structures for adult use cannabis 

regulation. Options would include the following: 

• Option 1: Standalone agency with its own staff and 

commission -

• Option 2: Stand a lone agency with its own staff, no 

commission 
• Option 3: Part of an existing agency or agencies In the summer of 2017, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor 
Note: Task Force further developed this recommendation in established an Office of Cannabis (OOC) under the direction of the City 
Year II - please see "Other" tab for more information. Administrator. This office is authorized to have three positions 

NL including the Director. 

San Francisco should anticipate that numerous City agencies 
will have a role in adult use cannabis regulation. City agencies 
that may play a role in adult use cannabis regulation include, 
but are not limited to the: Department of Public Health, 
Police Department, Planning Department, Fire Department, 
Tax Collector's Office, Department of Building Inspection, San 

In the legislation, these departments are called "referring 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, and 

departments" and each department maintairis existing permitting and 
Department of Public Works. The cannabis regulatory role of 
each agency should be distinct and not overlap. 

inspecting responsibilities (except for the proposed sunsetting of DPH's 

Yes final permitting role under Article 33) 

Proposition 64 establishes a State-level track and trace 
Each operater will be required to comply with track and trace. The City 

monitoring system to track cannabis from seed to sale. This 
has engaged the CDFA in their development of the system to request 

participation in the user outreach and development. The goal is to 
State system is sufficient for local cannabis tracking within 

make this a useful tool for not just the state, but also appropriate 
San Francisco. 

Yes agencies in San Francisco. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment-10/16/2017 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical 
Non-Retail 
Licensing 

Elements -
General 

San Francisco should make locai permits for non-retail businesses 

1 1
available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and 
microbusinesses. San Francisco should not license large cultivation 
though State permit 3 or permit 5. 

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local 
license types should be created: 
• New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for 
delivery with no walkin retail) 
• New category: Manufacturing 68 Special baking/cooking license 
• New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product 
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym} 
• New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events, 
and Farmers Market examples 

The above licenses would not include retail activity, except in the 
case of microbusinesses. 

2 
I *Note: Manufacturing 68, consumption lounge and events with 

retail activity to be addressed later under retail licensing topic area. 

San Francisco is proposing to make indoor cultivation permits available for 
operations with up to 22,000 square feet of canopy. The legislaton also 
proposes to allow for volatile and non-volatile manufacturing, distribution, 
microbusiness, and testing. The leigslation does not not propose a nursery 
permit due to the little information provided by the state related to this 
activity, however, it may contemplate this permit in the future, artd after the 

Partial !state issues emergency regulations associated with this business activty. 

While the legislation contemplates nonstorefront retail delivery and 
manufacturing permits, it does not contemplate a stand-alone baking permit, 
nor does it contemplate permits for standalone consumption lounges and 

special events. Much of this has to do with concerns related to environmental 
Partial I health, as well as state restrictions on where cannabis may be consumed. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Include R='ltionale 

Consumption lounges and temporary events should be allowed in 
San Francisco. The City should look into whether a license is 
necessary in these cases. 

The proposed legislation does not allow for temporary events. It does allow 
Partial for consumption spaces/lounges at permitted cannabis retail locations. 

San Francisco should issue standalone permits for non-retail 
businesses; meaning no previous affiliation with medical cannabis 

We are not requiring proof of being affiliated with an existing MCD as an 
dispensaries would be required as part of the licensing process. 

Yes eligibility requirement for non-retail and delivery permit applicants. 
The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts 

The non-retail permitting process in San Francisco should be DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application 

streamlined and efficient. process with an eye towards streamlining and for the development of the 

Yes final application system. 
In the non-retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good 
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal 
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status 
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation The legislation contemplates giving retailers who were operating in good 

should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting standing post 1996 and were forced to close due to federal internvention 

orocessing recommendations. Yes access to applications in phase 1/2018. 

San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our 

permits in a timely manner. state counterparts on all processes related to.local permit and state licensing 

NL approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review. 

Security and Federal Government: Local Licensing agencies should 
do everything within the.ir legal power to prevent disclosure of 
sensitive business and personal information to federal agencies. To 
reduce the risk of theft, loca I licensing agencies should keep non- The City intends to protect information related to operations of San Francisco 
retail facility physical addresses discreet, with mailing addresses. as based operators in good standing from federal enforcement to the extend 
an appropriate way of providing information. 

NL allowed by law. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year Il Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

Rernmmen"~tion lnrlurle Ratinn,.le 

Existing local and State laws and regulations cover many of the 
desired requirements for 
non-retail cannabis businesses. As such, the requirements for non-

retail licensing should 
align with these local and State laws and regulations, including: 
• Board of Equalization (BOE) Sellers permit requirements 
•Articles of Incorporation Local operating standards for all cannabis businesses, including non-retail, 

•Labor laws will require applicants to share with the City all information they share with 

• Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards the state for a state iicense. The Office of Cannabis will also use the operating 
standards defined by the state through emergency regulation as the City's 

Yes baseline operating standards. 

Non-retail license applicants should be required to provide the 
following supporting 
documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing 
process, depending on 
the nature of the of the activity: 
• Hazardous materials and waste storage plan 

• State nursery program inspection 
• Building inspections from the Department of Building Inspection 
(DBI) 
• Fire Department documentation 

• Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best 
practices 
•Security plans All of these recommendations are encompassed in the proposed application 

requirements except the "State nursery inspection program" suggestion. The 

Yes legislation does not propose a nursery permit. 
An annual inspection and a review of documents by a licensing 
agent should be required for non-retail license renewal. The 
inspection and document review should ensure compliance with Operators will be required to havean annual inspection, and they will also be 

State and local regulations and good standing with the Board of required to update all information on file in their application prior to 

Equalization (BOE). Yes renewing the permit to operate. 
San Francisco should issue local non-retail licenses to the operator, Permits will be issued to the permittee. Permits for cannabis activity are tied 
and take steps to ensure that licenses are portable. Partial to a permittee, location, and ownership structure (to an extent). 
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Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment- 10/16/2017 

Include R"tionale 

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and 
adult use permitting for non-retail businesses. 

For all non-retail permits, we did not include a distinction for adult-use vs. 
Yes medical use. 

Personal, noncommercial cultivation should not require a license in 
San Francisco. Yes These ordinances do not create personal cultivation permits. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Social Justice ':" 
' : 

Strategies applications for permanent commercial cannabis activity be made available 
until an Equity Program has been established. This program is intended to 

encourage a more equitable and inclusive local industry; and it will be 
developed and informed by an Equity Aq:ess Report due to the Board of 
Supervisors and the Mayor by November 1, 2017. 

The Office of Cannabis is working on the Equity Report with the Human Rights 
San Francisco should engage community members in the target 

Commission and the Controller's Office. The report will present available data 
populations (people of color, women, transitional-age youth ages 21-

on disparities in the cannabis industry based on race, income, economic 
14 

24, and formerly incarcerated persons), workforce development 
status, gender, disability, sexual orientation, gender identity, and HIV/AIDS 

organizations, community-based organizations, and other key 
status. It will also include recommendations regarding policy options that 

stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to 
could (A) foster equitable access to participation in the industry, including 

enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs. 
promotion of ownership and stable employment opportunities in the industry 
(B) invest City tax revenues in economic infrastructure for communities that 
have historically been disenfranchised, (C) mitigate the adverse effects of 
drug enforcement policies that have disproportionately impacted those 
communities, and (D) prioritize individuals who have been previously 
arrested or convicted for marijuana-related offenses. 

Yes 
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Year II Reco.mmendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment - 10/16/2017 

# IRecommendiiflon 

San Francisco should prioritize the following strategies for 
development: 
a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target 
populations reduce initial 

start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while undergoing permitting 
process). Existing businesses should be prioritized first, followed by 

operators in the target population. If the cannabis regulatory agency 
places a cap on the number of licenses, this prioritization model 

15 1

shoufd be revisited. 
b) An equity licensing program, which would include: 
• Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist 
people of color, 
women, and formerly incarcerated persons in achieving business 
ownership (funded 
by cannabis taxes) 
•Subsidized permitting and license fees 

•Access to small business support programs and incubator services, 
such as the 
•II" ..- fl\Ar-r-.11\ ,.,,.... ...... ...,.,.. "•• 

Include IRationalP 

a) The proposed legislation prioritizes Equity applicants and then existing 
businesses, notably those who have been in operation prior to September 1, 
2016. This is to allow Equity applicants to keep pace with the evolution of the 
industry. Naturally, existing businesses are established and may have more 
capacity to evolve at a pace that Equity applicants may not, and that is one 
reason why Equity applicants were prioritized first. b) Funding opportunities, 
subsidized fees and access to additional services may all be contemplated in 
the creation of the program. The only component contemplated in this 
legislation, other than the priority review and processing, is technical 
assistance. Additional strategies may be contemplated during the 

Partial I development of the Equity Program. 
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Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

R~,.nmm.,ndatjnn lndude R"tionale 
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 
process for businesses to acquire non-retail licenses, and existing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are 

businesses should be allowed to operate for a period of one year Yes eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018. 
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies' non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San 
Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors 

should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California Non-cooperation is not specifically called out in this legislation, and the 2017 

State law enforcement non-cooperation with federal law legislative session has concluded. During the session, AB 1578 was ordered 

enforcement authorities. No inactive. 
The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned 
social justice-focused 
efforts: 
• Neighborhood associations 
• Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other 
local business 

associations 
• City College of San Francisco 
• Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, 

The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of including formerly 
incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social 

•Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 

• Office of Economic and Workforce Develooment IOEWDl NL precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. 

Recommendation Sub"Categoty: Community Engagement·· ... 
·• .· 

Strategies 
Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 

San Francisco should develop cannabis non-retail business operating 
applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 
The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and 

standards to form part of the non-retail business permitting process. commercial neighbors located within 50 feet of the Cannabis Business the 
These standards should ensure that cannabis businesses are "good name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations 

19 
neighbors" to the c'ommunities in which they are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk 
in a non-discretionary manner (e.g., standard set of rules and and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 
consequences, such as citations or notices of violation if rules are Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the 
broken). Premises advising persons of this prohibition. Notice of Violation + permit 

suspension and recovation (+appeals pathways) are contemplated in the 
Yes legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. 

Cannabis non-retail businesses, when located within 300 feet of a 
Residential or Neighborhood Commercial Zoning District, must 

20 conduct a pre-application meeting as part of the licensing process While this is not contemplated in the legislation, the Office of Cannabis is 
and notify all residents within 300 feet. The licensing entity would considering amendments to incorporate more community outreach as part of 

oversee this orocess. No the application process. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document-10/16/2017 

Recommendation lnCl11rle Rational<> 
The Office of Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platform to 

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry 
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full 
transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The 

should make cannabis business regulations clear and accessible to website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for 
the general public so that the public is informed and aware of the 

comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members 
regulations. 

of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a !;Jetter tool for 
Yes their use. 

As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, we are not aware of a 
model for CA cannabis regulatory compliance training; similar to LEAD. With 

All employees of non-retail cannabis businesses should receive that said, the Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies 

regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to and other stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure 

California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. appropriate training occurs so that employers and employees understand 
~est practices related to responsible service of cannabis and cannabis 

NL products. 

For the sake of public safety, non-retail businesses should not aim to 
Specific cannabis retail signage provisions are not proposed in the Planning 

draw unnecessary attention to themselves through signage. 
Yes Code changes. 

The following entities are stakeholders in the City's community 
engagement efforts for 
non-retail: 

• Businesses 
•Residents 
•San Francisco Department of Public Health 
• San Francisco Police Department 
•San Francisco Fire Department 
•San Francisco Unified School District 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Development {OEWD) The City, through the Office of Cannabis, has been engaging many of these 

• Office of Small Business stakeholders to assist with the development of: registration inspection 

•Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential standards, components of the local regulatory structure, and policy options 

overarching cannabis to address the future needs of San Francisco with the implementation of 

rei:rulatorv a"encv NL commercial cannabis activity in 2018. 
San Francisco should create a certification program for non-retail 
tour companies in alignment with existing tour bus regulations. 
Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be established 
for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to mitigate 
traffic congestion, safety concerns, noise, odors, and waste as a The legislation contemplates allowing for tours of certain facilities in 2019, 

result of tours. Regulations should also set an upper limit on the but only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as 

number of visitors and tour frequency in order to maintain the non- those outlined here: mitigating neighborhood impacts, address potential 

retail nature of the facilitv. Partial congestion and parking impacts, etc. 
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Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

#--18-e_c_o_mmendation 
Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should 

261
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required 
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the 
tour. 

27 1
Tour companies should be required to designate a community 
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. 

281
Non-retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and 
disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. 

NL ISee above. 

NL ISee above. 
Tile legislatlOn requires a waste disposaJplan from all operators, and requires 
trash to be contained and disposed of purusant to garbage and recycling 
receptable guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include locking 

Yes !receptacles. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Cross-Cl.ltting • Jechnicaland Community Engagement··· 
Land Use 
Types 

San Francisco should allow sales of cannabis products as an 
accessory use (i.e. where the selling of cannabis is not the location's 
primary use), develop regulations to specify how cannabis products 
should be separated from non-cannabis products and how 
accessory levels of cannabis product should be defined, and develop 
mechanisms to enforce these regulations. Options for regulating the 

1 isale of cannabis as an accessory use could include: 
a. Limiting the type of cannabis products sold to pre-packaged 
cannabis products only 
b. Restricting cannabis products to an area of a business where 
minors are prohibited 
c. Enclosing cannabis products in a locked box that an employee 
would unlock upon request 

While the Planning Code legislation allows for accessory use, it defers that 
option to the creation of an Accessory Use permit from the Office of 
Cannabis. This permit type is not being offered at this time, however, once 
the City better understands state regulations associated to accessory use 
activity, we will begin to have more focused conversations related to 
accessory use - policies to regulate, inappropriate vs. appropriate accessory 
use locations, etc - in an effort to create a path.way for the thoughtful 

Partial I implementation and regulation of accessory use retail in the future. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Docnment-10/16/2017 

# !Recommendation 

To create a desired mix of businesses and limit displacement of 
other land use types (e.g., other businesses and housing), San 
Francisco should: 

a. Expand locations where new cannabis busjnesses could operate 
to include all zoning 
districts where their conventional equivalents are allowed to 

2 !operate. 
b. Establish a buffering distance between primary cannabis retail 
businesses. 
c. Allow cannabis business that are in compliance with requirements 
"as of right" in 
specifically zoned areas. 
d. Add cannabis retailers to the formula retail list. 

Cannabis businesses should be subject to review by an appropriate 
3 I agency to determine the 

conditions the business would need to comply with. 
San Francisco should also measure this distance with a "path of 

4 1
travel" approach rather than a straight line, parcel to parcel 
measurement. "Path of travel" is defined as the shortest legal 
distance travelled on foot from the doorway of the business. 

1...1ci1 1 ldill.J~L.u ::>r1urnu--reauce u1e UJ5Ld11ce 11ew C.dfTTTCfDT::> 1t::Ld11t::1.::i l..d 

operate in proximity to sensitive uses to 500 feet. Existing MCDs in 
good standing would be grandfathered, and not be subject to new 
distance requirements when applying for adult use licenses. 

Note: The Task Force reached modified consensus on a distance of 
500 feet from sensitive uses. Discussion points and concerns related 
to proximity to sensitive uses were as follows: 
•A distance of 500 feet was proposed to align with San Francisco's 
current distance 

5 ' . f b requirements or to acco. 
•Some Task Force members expressed concerns that distances less 
than the State standard 
of 600 feet would be contrary to public opinion, and cannabis 
retailers may be more 
susceptible to federal raids, business closures, and mandatory 
sentencing, i.e. harsher 

sentencing for sale of cannabis within school zones. 
•Some Task Force members supported a distance less than 500 

j., r I ••I • I _r 

include IRatfonale 

Yes 

a. We allow Cannabis Retail in all zoning districts that allow commercial 
aCtivity, except for NC-1 zoning Districts. Only retail operations with a 

microbu~iness licenses can operate. in PDR districts. 
b. the ordinance established a 300' buffer around cannabis businesses. 
c. In most commercial districts cannabis retail will be allowed as-of-right, the 
notable exception being NC Districts. For non-retail, most of the cannabis 
activities are allowed as of right. 
d. In the proposed ordinance, Cannabis Retail and MCRs are subject to 
Formula Retail controls. 

Businesses will be subject to review by multiple referring agencies to 
determine conditions of their permits. These agencies include DPH, SFFD, 

Yes ISFPD, and OOC. 

The legislation proposes to continue to use straight-line measurement; other 
methodologies are far too ambiguous and would present uncertainty and 

No !controversy for cannabis retailers and neighbors alike. 

The required minimum distance would be 600', which is 400' less than 

presently required for MCDs. The ordinance reduces proximity to some 
sensitive uses. As proposed, existing operating MCDs' locations are 

Partial !grandfathered. 
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Recommendation lnclud,, Rationale 

San Francisco should protect cannabis retailers and other license 
holders in good standing from the impacts of future sensitive uses 
that may locate nearby. This means that if a new sensitive use opens 
within the defined radius of an existing cannabis business, the 
existing cannabis business should be allowed to continue operation. Yes Existing laws cover this already. 

Businesses that sell cannabis as an accessory use should undergo a This is not contemplated. in the legislation at this time, however, it will be 

different land use approval process as compared to non-accessory addressed legislatively at the time if/when accessory use permits are made 

uses. NL available. 
1 ne proposed ordinance includes a prov1s1on that allows existing ML.us to 
convert to Cannabis Retail without CU authorization, or being subject to the 

Existing cannabis businesses should undergo a less restrictive land 
new location restrictions. Existing non-retail businesses should not need to 
receive new land use entitlements as long as they already have them. Those 

use approval process as compared to new businesses. non-retail businesses that operated without the benefit of a permit will have 
to establish the use at the site,. which· may require a change of use application 
or CU authorization . 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Technical . . • .. · .·. 
.. 

Land Use 
Types 

San Francisco should establish a cannabis 'restaurant/food' license, 
with guidelines to prevent 
cross contamination. Examples of possible guidelines: 
a. Restaurant Infusions Onsite: Required Patron Notification of a) Not clear that this activity is currently allowed - the state current prohibits 

cannabis products, Chef-prepared onsite for retail sale the manufacture of any product considered a potentially hazardous food. 

9 b. Bakery Prepared onsite retail & wholesale sales Edible cannabis is also not allowed to provide more than 10 milligrams ofTHC 
c. Commercial Kitchen to permit infusions (e.g., baking with non- per serving and distribution must be uniform. Finally product mut be labeled 

volatile substances) and packaged in final form before sale. b) & c) Same as above. If the final 

d. Accessory Use Permit: Existing small business seeking to add retail product needs time temperature controls to maintain it's quality and safety 
cannabis products, specific Land Use approval not required, then it is not eligible for development and consumption. e) The City believes 
assuming zoning is appropriate. the state needs to provide more guidance re: accessory use, and then further 

conversations need to occur related to appropriate location and controls for 

No this type of activity before permiting this activity. 
The legislation contemplates allowing tor retailers to have consumption 
lounges on their premises with DPH approval. The existing 8 onsite 

San Francisco should consider a land use designation for 
consumption lounges for smoking/vaping would be eligible to remain if the 

10 retailer maintains their medical activity and does not add adult-use activity to 
consumption lounge. their permit. Adult-use and medical consumption that is non-smoking/non-

vaping could be allowed on the premises of permitted retail locations subject 
Partial to certain conditions applied by DPH. 
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Landscape 

# IRecommeo{lafion 

In determining the proper distribution of cannabis businesses across 

11 lthe City, the main goal is ensuring even distribution and access 
throughout the city. 

San Francisco should allow existing permitted medical cannabis 
Zoning businesses and cannabis businesses that have been closed (as long 

Application 
12 

as they closed in good standing) to have priority consideration in the 
Stan.dards adult use approval process. 

Recommendation Sub-Category: Community Engagement 
Application 
Process 

Community engagement must be a part of the application review 
13 lprocess for cannabis businesses. Policies related to how community 

engagement is implemented are the charge of the oversight body. 

There should be a clear application and a clear process based on 

141
best practices for cannabis permits and/or licenses. This means that 
there should be a community engagement process as a minimum 
standard for both medical and adult use. 

The zoning application process for cannabis businesses should 

151
require documentation of community engagement activities and 
maximize opportunities for community engagement early on in the 

rocess that are as inclusive as possible. 
Different thresholds and expectations should be established for the 
level of community engagement and review process required for 

16 ldifferent types of land uses, e.g., a stand-alcine cannabis retail store 
may require more community engagement than a grow house 
without a public-facing component. 

The application criteria and standards should be applied consistently 
17 lacross businesses and should include mechanisms to ensure 

accountability and include a high level of transparency. 

Include (Rational 

While this ordinance was drafted to allow a more even distribution of retail 

cannabis businesses across the City, San Francisco's industrial lands are 
clustered on the eastern side of the city; therefore most non-retail businesses 

Yes lis proposed to be located on the eastern side of the City. 

The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in 

good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal 
Yes !intervention/enforcement. 

NI''Eecausethls rei:cimmeridation is unclear ln the context of today. This 
ordinance does not contemplate any new public engagement requirements at 
this time, however, this may be addressed through future amendments of the 

NL !ordinances. 

The Office of Cannabis seeks to create a clear and transparent application 
process. Planning pre-applicaton requirements would apply to all MCDs in NC 
districts, and the Office of Cannabis is contemplating amedments that would 

Partial \increase community engagement prior to permit approval and issuance. 

33 

The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for 
cannabis businesses, however, community engagement reqLJirements are 
being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future 

i\lo !amendments. 

The ordinance does not add any new public engagement requirements for 
cannabis businesses, however, community engagement requirements are 

being contemplated for inclusion in the ordinance through future 
No !amendments. 

ThelegisTaiiciri C:cintemplates application rei:fuTrements and operating 
standards that will be required of every operator, and then additional 
standards based on activity type, to ensure thorough and thoughful 
regulation of all activities. All criteria and standards will be made public. The 

Yes !legislation proposes inspections to ensure accountability. 
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lnrlude Rational" 
While the proposed legislation offers many types of permits, it does not allow 

San Francisco should make local permits for retail businesses for all activities allowed by the state such as nurseries and outdoor 

1 available for all MCRSA and AUMA license categories and agriculture. All local. applicants, except retail applicants, are not required to 

microbusinesses. apply for an "M-Type" or and "A-Type" permit (although they will be required 

Partial by the state) 

In addition to the State-defined license types, the following local 
license types should be 
created: 
• New category: Manufacturing 6B Special baking/cooking license 

2 
•New category: Virtual dispensary (i.e. physical location used for 
delivery with no walk-in retail) 
• New category: Consumption lounge, bring your own product The legislation only contemplates permit types that align with existing state 
(entertainment, restaurants, yoga studio, gym) license types established by MAUCRSA. This legislation does not propose a 
• New Category: Temporary Events, Cannabis Cup/Cultural Events, stand-alone consumption permit, does not allow for temporary event 
and Farmers Market examples permits, and does not contemplate a virtual dispensary at this time (public 

No access to nonstoFefront retail is not allowed under this proposal). 
The Office of Cannabis is partnering with the California College of the Arts 

3 
The retail permitting process in San Francisco should be streamlined DBMA students as well as alumni to process mapping the existing application 

and efficient. process with an eye towards streamlining and application platform 
Yes development. 

In the retail permitting process, existing permit holders in good 
standing or those who have been displaced as a result of federal 

4 
intervention should receive priority processing and licensing status 
in the City and County of San Francisco. This recommendation The proposed legislation prioritizes applications from operators who were in 

should not conflict with Social Justice prioritized permitting good standing with the City but were forced to close due to federal 

orocessing recommendations. Yes intervention/enforcement. 

5 
San Francisco should respond to all State inquiries regarding local While not legislated, the Office of Cannabis intends to work closely with our 

permits in a timely manner. state counterparts on all processes related to local permit and state licensing 

Yes approvals, including criminal history and over concentration review. 

Specifically, the following text is included: "With respect to any application for 
the establishment of a new Cannabis Retail Use, in addition to the criteria set 

San Francisco should develop meaningful qualitative findings for the forth in subsections (c) and (d) above, the Commission shall consider the 

6 Planning Commission and/or other commission(s) to use when geographic distribution of Cannabis Retail Uses throughout the City, the 

reviewing adult use retail applications. balance of other goods and services available within the general proximity of 
the proposed Cannabis Retail Use, any increase in youth access and exposure 
to cannabis at nearby facilities that primarily serve youth, and any proposed 

Yes measures to counterbalance any such increase." 
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Ri>..,ommi>ndation Include Ra+ional 0 

San Francisco should develop policies to prevent clustering of adult 
use cannabis retailers. 
Strategies may include: 
• Use of "buffer zones" around other adult use retail locations. The 
distance of these 

buffer zones should balance both community concerns and business 
interests, with 
the aim of preventing too high a concentration of retail locations in 
a given district 
while also encouraging healthy competition. 
•Stricter clustering provisions in Neighborhood Commercial 
Districts to balance The legislation proposes cannabis retailers may not locate within 300' of 

neighborhood concerns, and less strict clustering requirements in another such business. While the minimum clustering distance is the same · 

other districts, such throughout the City, CU criteria applicable in NC districts require that the 

as Downtown or Industrial districts. Commission consider additional adjacencies and other factors such that a 
Yes higher level of scrutiny would apply. 

San Francisco should include adult use cannabis retail businesses in 
existing Formula Retail 
rules. Note: Formula retail rules state that if an establishment has 
eleven or more retail 

locations worldwide, it is subject to a more stringent review and Formula retail rules would apply to cannabis retailer and medical cannabis 

authorization orocess. retail permits. 

San Francisco should craft a reasonable process for current medical 
cannabis dispensaries to transition into the adult use market. A 
"transition" would include a medical dispensary adding adult use 
products or a medical dispensary switching to an adult use business 
model. Such "grandfathered" medical cannabis businesses should be The proposed land use controls do provide a way for existing MCD to convert 
exempt from any new, more restrictive land use provisions that may 

to CRs. The provision exempts existing MCDs from more restrictive clustering 
be applicable to adult use retail businesses. 

Yes provisions, and exempts them from obtaining Conditional Use Authorization. 
San Francisco should allow cannabis retailers to participate in both 
the medical cannabis and adult use cannabis markets. The licensing 
process should include a review of the cannabis retailer's history The legislation proposes requiring retailers to maintain their medical use, but 

(e.g. complaints and violations), possible proximity concerns, public allows them to add adult-use to their activity. The licensing process, as 

review, traffic study, and a business plan that includes proposed, would allow for .a review of the retailer's history, business plan, 

traffic/customer flow management. community concerns, etc. as part of the permitting process. 
The legislation does not currently contemplate nursery permits, however, 

San Francisco should not create a separate retail permit for that is something the City can allow for in the future. It wasn't incorporated at 
nurseries. the tim.e of drafting due to lack of clarification around proposed state 

No regulations associated to nursery facilities. 

35 



# 

12 

Retail 
Licensing 
Elements -
Licensing 
Requiremen 13 

ts 

14 

15 

16 

San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Documeut-10/16/2017 

Recommenda+inn Include Rationale 
As contemplated, retailers would be required to have both types of activity 

San Francisco should not make a distinction between medical and on the premises, o.rthey would be allowed to retain only their medical 

adult use permitting for retail businesses. activity. This was done to ensure we always have a market for medical 
Yes cannabis patients. 

Existing local and State Jaws and regulations cover many of the 
desired requirements for retail cannabis businesses. As such, the 
requirements for retail licensing should align with 
these local and State Jaws and regulations, including: 
• Board of Equalization {BOE) Sellers permit requirements 
•Articles of Incorporation All state regulations will be incorporated into City regulation, and will form 
•Labor Jaws the baseline standard for all cannabis operations in San Francisco. Any 
• Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards Yes additional regulations put forward by the City will reflect the City's values. 
Retail license applicants should be required to provide the following 
supporting 
documentation to the City of San Francisco, as part of the licensing 
process, depending on 

the nature of the of the activity: 
• Hazardous materials and waste storage plan 
•State nursery program inspection 
• Building inspections from the Department of Building lnsRection 
(DBI) 
• Fire Department documentation 
• Documentation of alignment with Agricultural Department best 
practices 
•Security plans 

• Weights & Measures The legislation contemplates requiring applicants to submit the following 

Yes plants and information with their applications: Waste St 

An annual inspection and a review cif documents by a licensing 
agent should be required for retail license renewal. The inspection A permit holder will be required to maintain their standing with the state in 
and document review should ensure compliance with State and local order to maintain their local permit. In order for an permit holder to receive 
regulations and good standing with the Board of Equalization (BOE) license renewal, the operator will be required to maintain compliance with all 
or Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector. local and state permit conditions, and update their file regularly. 

San Francisco should issue local retail licenses to the operator for a 

particular location. Yes Permit are tied to locations and to ownership structure. 
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R<>rommend<ition Include Ratinnale 

The California Health and Safety Code states that the smoking of cannabis or 
cannabis products is prohibited in a location where smoking tobacco is 
prohibited. San Francisco has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the 
right to clean air and is not exposed to second hand smoke. San Francisco's 

San Francisco should allow and create pathways for smoking policymakers have passed local ordinances that include the prohibition of 

cannabis in public places that become privatized. These pathways smoking of tobacco or any other weed or plant products in public areas such 

should follow rules similar to alcohol consumption at special events as parks, recreation areas and at certain outdoor events. As with the smoking 

for adults age 21+ and medical card holders age 18+. of tobacco, passive exposure to marijuana smoke among children, 
nonsmokers, and people who work in cannabis businesses is a concern, and 
the City is committed to maintaining its progressive clean air laws. Therefore, 
this legislation does not propose allowing smoking/vaping in public places, 
except at medical cannabis dispensaries that received a prior smoking-area 
designation from the Planning Department. 

The San Francisco City Attorney should provide further legal 
guidance regarding 
consumption in public-private spaces, i.e., where, when and how it 
could be done in the Further clarification is not being sought by the City at this time except for 

Citv. Partial clarifying purposes. 

Smoking/vaping consumption is proposed to remain at the existing medical 

San Francisco should allow on-site consumption at cannabis retail cannabis dispensary onsite smoking locations for medical use only. Those 

locations and these locations must maintain their current ventilation systems and incorporate any 

locations must include proper ventilation systems. additional standards DPH deems appropriate. Consumption that is non-
smoking/non-vaping will be.allowed at any retailer that receives a sub-permit 

Partial from DPH for consumption related activities. 
Per MAUCRSA, consumption must be restricted to areas where people are 21 

On-site consumption should include nightclubs, bars, cafes; hotel or older, it may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted 

roof-tops; outside spaces area, and tobacco and alcohol are not allowed on the premises. San Francisco 

at buildings; music festivals/parks {e.g., Hippie Hill); private has been a leader in ensuring that everyone has the right to clean air and is 

club/outdoor garden; adult-one not exposed to second hand smoke. Because the City is committed to 

spaces in public parks; temporarily privatizing public spaces through maintaining its progressive clean air laws, this legislation does not 

permitted activities. contemplate permitting consumption {including smoking and vaping) in 

No public places, including at special events. 

San Francisco's on-site consumption requirements should not be 
Under the law, The Department of Public Health will develop rules and 

stricter than those outlined in state cannabis laws. 
regulations governing the on-site consumption permit. These rules and 

regulations will incorporate whatever consumption allowances the State will 

No provide.for in its emergency regulations, to be released in November, 2017. 
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R1>rnmmend;itinn lnclllCIP Rationale 
San Francisco should encourage the non-profit model and make non- The Office of Cannabis, in consultation with the Department of Public Health 

profit license available and the Controller, is in the process of developing a report and 

for cannabis organizations that provide compassion programs and recommendations for providing continued access to medical cannabis at an 
supportive services. Partial affordable cost. The report will be released on November 1, 2017. 
San Francisco should provide incentives (e.g. tax and licensing 
incentives) to cannabis This is not currently contemplated in the legislation, however, this is 

organizations that provide compassion programs and supportive something that can be reviewed after or upon the creation of a compassion 

services. No program. 

policies that achieve an 
appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use 
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will issue 
that allow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption 
consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be 
who prefer limited interaction with the cannabis industry. Strategies forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption 
could include the following: purposes. A permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area 
•Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its 
exposure smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Beyond that, 
• Limit visibility of consumption in adult use retail storefront smoking/vaping is not proposed to be allowed at other commercial cannabis 
locations to prevent locations in the City. The legislation allows for consumption of cannabis at 
exposure from the street while complying with existing Planning retail locations that obtain an onsite consumption permit from DPH, and such 
code requirements for consumption locations may not be visible from any public place or non-age 
active store front uses restricted area. The legislation requires distribution of a Responsible 
• Collaborate with tourism/hospitality stakeholders to provide Consumption Fact Sheet at the point of sale, the content of which will be 
tourists with educational created by DPH. Moreover, the Office of Cannabis is working with SF Travel 
materials and information about safe access and consumption of and the Chamber to develop information for tourism/hospitality to remain 
adult use Security educated on the status of adult-use cannabis as well as responsible 
plans Yes consumption, etc. 

San Francisco should allow cannabis retail locations in San Francisco The legislation contemplates allowing tours of certain facilities in 2019, but 
to give tours of their facilities to the public. only after policies are established that address policy priorities such as those 

previously outlined by the Task Force: mitigating neighborhood impacts, 

Yes addressing potential congestion and parking impacts, etc. 

Recommendation.Sub-Category: SoCial Justice 
. . . ... : · . 
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Recommendation Include Rationale 

San Francisco should engage community members in the target 
populations (people of color and formerly incarcerated persons; and 
within these groups prioritize women, transitional-age youth ages 
21-24, and LGBTQ people) along with workforce development 
organizations, community-based organizations, and other key 

stakeholders to develop strategies to reduce economic barriers to 
enter the cannabis industry as workforce or entrepreneurs. 

San Francisco should reduce annual permitting fees according to the 
percentage employment of target populations (25% off for 25% 
employment of target populations, 50% for 50% employment of · 
target populations) NL This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program. 
.JQll I OJ.-·~--"'•-~•~ tJI IVI '-•~~ L<I<:; IV"V~" 15 "'° QL<:;61<:;.;) JUI 

development: 
a) A prioritized permitting process to help operators in the target 
populations reduce initial start-up costs (e.g. subsidized rent while 
undergoing permitting process). Existing businesses should be 
prioritized first, followed by operators in the target population, and . 
previously licensed businesses closed by actions of the Department 
of Justice. If the cannabis regulatory agency places a cap on the 
number of licenses, this prioitization model should be revisited. 

b) An equity licensing program, which would include: 
• Entrepreneurship grants and other funding opportunities to assist 
people of color, 
women, and formerly incarcerated persons in achieving business 

ownership (funded 
by cannabis taxes) 
• Subsidized permitting and license fees 
•Access to small business support programs and incubator services, 
such as the 
Mission Economic Development Agency (MEDA), SCORE, Minority-

NL This could be contemplated during the creation of an Equity Program. 
San Francisco should provide a clear, transparent pathway and 
process for businesses to 
acquire retail licenses, and existing businesses should be allowed to 
operate for a period of 
one year while a permit application is in process, including issuing a 
city licensing Temporary permits are being offered for non-retail and delivery. These are 

comoliance orocess guide integrated into the SF business portal. Yes eligibile for 90 day extensions through the end of 2018. 
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Recommendation Include Rationale 
San Francisco should ensure local regulatory agencies' non-
cooperation with federal law enforcement authorities via a San 

Francisco local ordinance. Additionally, the Board of Supervisors 
should endorse AB 1578 or analogous state legislation for California 
State law enforcement non-cooperation with federal law 

enforcement authorities. NL This is not currently contemplated in this legislation. The city intends to 

The following entities could be involved in the aforementioned 
social justice-focused 
efforts: 
• Neighborhood associations 
• Community business support programs (e.g., MEDA) and other 
local business 
associations 
• City College of San Francisco 
• Potential and current cannabis employees and entrepreneurs, The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of 
including formerly incarcerated people, women, and people of color stakeholders as we develop our policies, including those related to social 
•Landlords justice. While not specifically included in this legislation, this in no way 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) NL precludes the City from engaging with these entities in the future. 

Recommendation sub•Category: Community Engagement '·.• ... · . . 
. .. ......... 

Strategies San Francisco should develop cannabis retail business operating Good Neighborhood Policies are contemplated in the legislation and 
standards to form part of applicants are required to agree to them as part of the application process. 
the retail business permitting process. These standards should The proposed standards are the following: (i) Provide to residential and 
ensure that cannabis commercial neighbors located within SO feet of the Cannabis Business the 
businesses are "good neighbors" to the communities in which they name, phone number, and email address of an onsite community relations 

32 
are located. These staff person who may be contacted concerning any problems associated with 
standards should be enforced meaningfully by regulatory agencies operation of the establishment; (ii) Maintain the Premises, adjacent sidewalk 
in a non-discretionary and/or alley, and associated parking areas in good condition at all times; (iii) 
manner (e.g., standard set of rules and consequences, such as Prohibit loitering in or around the Premises, and post notifications on the 
citations or notices of Premises advising persons of this prohibition. 'Notice of Violation + permit 
violation if rules are broken).*(Reflects Year 1 PSSE recommendation suspension and recovation (+appeals pathways) are contemplated in the 
4.) Yes legislation to ensure accountability of permit conditions such as these. 

Tne Office ot Cannabis has a website and will seek to use it as a platrorm to 

The regulatory agency or agencies overseeing the cannabis industry 
disclose all appropriate regulatory information to the public to ensure full 

transparency and knowledge of the regulations governing the industry. The 

33 
should make cannabis business regulations clear and accessible to 

website currently houses the draft legislation and provides a platform for 
the general public so that the public is informed and aware of the 

comment from members of the public, etc. and provides a place for members 
regulations. 

of the public to comment regarding how the website can be a better tool for 
Yes their use. 
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Recnmm.,ndation Include R::itional" 

As mentioned for this recommendation in Year I, there is no known model for 

All employees of retail cannabis businesses should receive cannabis regulatory compliance training, similar to LEAD. With that said, the 

regulatory compliance training within six months of hiring similar to Office of Cannabis would be happy to partner with city agencies and other 

California Alcohol and Beverage Control LEAD training. stakeholders to identify models and to ultimately ensure appropriate training 

occurs so that employers and employees understand best practices related to 

No responsible service of cannabis and cannabis products. 

The City's charter places the responsibility for land use decision on the 
Planning Commission; therefore the ordinance places land use decision for 

Community complaints and hearings for licensing and land use cannabis business.with the Planning Commission. Licensing for individual 

issues should be managed by the Office of Cannabis, and priority for cannabis businesses will be handled by the Office of Cannabis. The Office of 

hearings should be given to local residents. Cannabis will track the process for applicants to be permitted/licenses,· 
however the Planning Department will decide timing for he.a rings based on 
established practices. The Office of Cannabis will also manage complaints 

Partial related to permit holder activity where appropriate. 

The following entities are stakeholders in the City's community 
engagement efforts for 
retail: 

• Businesses 
• Residents 

•San Franc!sco Department of Public Health 
•San Francisco Police Department 
•San Francisco Fire Department 
• San Francisco Unified School District 
• Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) 
• Office of Small Business 
• Other San Francisco City agencies/departments and potential 
overarching cannabis 

The City will continue to seek input and collaboration from a broad array of 
regulatory agency 

NL stakeholders as we develop our policies. 
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Recommendation Include Rationale 

There is a notable desire within the culinary community to 
incorporate adult use cannabis in dining options/opportunities, 
including the use of cannabis as a meal ingredient and the 
establishment of food/cannabis pairing options. San Francisco 
should collaborate with key stakeholders, such as culinary and 
hospitality organizations, to develop strategies for increasing these 
opportunities for restaurants and other food establishments. 
Strategies could include: 
• Developing, proposing and pursuing a state legislative approach 
that would create an 
exemption for these types of culinary experiences. 
• Development of a patron notification process for any food 
establishment offering these opportunities. 
•Development of mechanisms to determine the appropriate 
distribution of cannabis friendly dining venues throughout the City. 

Noted, and will review with the Mayor's Office to inform the City's 2018 state 
NL legislative agenda. 

San Francisco should allow cannabis consumption in parked cars 
It is a violation of State law to consume cannabis in a public place, including a (i.e., do not impose arrests, fines, orfees for cannabis consumption 

in parked cars.) vehicle, to possess an open container or open package of cannabis/product in 

NL a vehicle, and to operate a vehicle while under the influence. 
San Francisco should create a certification program for retail tour 
businesses in alignment with existing regulations (e.g., for tour 
busses). Regulations and clear enforcement processes should be 
established for bus size, bus drivers, and smoking in vehicles, and to 
mitil2'ate traffic congestion safetv concerns noise odors and waste NL To contemplate in 2018. 
Public safety education (e.g., regarding specific regulations) should 
be required for tour companies. Tour companies should be required 
to distribute cannabis education materials to patrons as part of the NL To contemplate in 2018. 
Tour companies should be required to designate a community 
liaison to address concerns and respond to community inquiries. NL To contemplate in 2018. -
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document - 10/16/2017 

RecommE!ndatinn lncludE! Rationale 
San Francisco should collaborate with stakeholders to develop 
policies that achieve an 
appropriate balance between discretion and visibility of adult use 
cannabis culture. Along these lines, the City should create pathways 

that a·11ow tourists to access adult use cannabis products and legal 

consumption spaces while preventing undesired exposure for those Under the proposed legislation, the Department of Public Health will issue 

who prefer limited interaction with the cannabis industry. Strategies separate permits to cannabis retailers that wish to allow onsite consumption 

could include the following: of edible cannabis products, and rules and regulations to that effect will be 

• Allow cannabis consumption indoors to prevent unintended forthcoming. Tourists would be able to access such spaces for consumption 

exposure purposes. A permitted medical cannabis dispensary with a prior smoking-area 

• Limit visibility of ·consumption in adult use retail storefront designation from the Planning Department will be allowed to maintain its 

locations to prevent smoking/vaping onsite location for medical use only. Consumption locations 

exoosure from the street. Partial may not be visible from any public place or non-age restricted area. 

Retail tour access should be restricted to people ages 21 and over or 
This will be something contemplate during the creation of policies regulating 

in possession of a valid medical cannabis recommendation. 
tour activity. Under the proposed legislation, tours may be allowed at certain 

NL facilities as early as 2019. 
The legislation requires a waste disposal plan from all operators, and requires 

Retail cannabis-related waste material should be stored and 
trash to be contained and disposed of pursuant to garbage and recycling 

disposed of securely in order to prevent diversion to youth. 
receptacle guidelines to be developed by DPW. This will include, at a 
minimum, a requirement that any waste be stored in locked receptacles prior 

Yes to pickup. 
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San Francisco Cannabis State Legalization Task Force 
Year II Recommendations - Other 

Office of Cannabis Inventory Document- 10/16/2017 

Recommendation Included Rationale 
Year II Recommendation - Agency Over,sight .· 

In terms of a cannabis regulatory oversight structure, San Francisco 
should establish a standalone agency, with two options for managing the 
dispute resolution process: (1) a Commission or (2) hearing officer. The legislative contemplates the creation of a hearing officer, or AU. This 
Note: this recommendation builds upon Year I Regulation and City Agency officer will serve as the first step of appeals of Director's decisions related to 
Oversight Recommendation #21. Yes permit suspension and/or revocation. 
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October 18, 2017 

Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 200 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Draft Ordinances on Cannabis 

Flie No. 171041 

Received via email 

10/19/17 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Nicole Elliott, Director 
San Francisco Office of Cannabis 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Mayor Lee, Director Elliot, Supervisors, and Planning Commissioners, 

The California MJJsic and Culture Association ("CMAC") advocates for nightlife, 
the arts, and responsible social consumption of cannabis in San Francisco. As a trade 
organization based in San Francisco and made up venue owners and operators, many of 
whom have been actively watching the City's efforts to regulate adult use cannabis sales 
and consumption, CMAC would like to raise a number of concerns its members have with 
the draft cannabis ordinances. 

1. Consumption Limitations 

The draft ordinances make it very difficult to safely consume cannabis in San 
Francisco. It is already illegal to smoke in parks, on most sidewalks, in a car, and in many 
apartments. San Francisco's many public housing residents, some of the City's most 
vulnerable citizens, are not allowed to consume in their homes by federal law. Tourists to 
San Francisco are foreclosed from consuming in their hotels and in public spaces. 

In the ordinances' draft form, only currently-operating medical cannabis 
dispensaries that have previously received authorization for on-site consumption will be 
permitted to allow on-site consumption. This, plus the requirement that all consumption 
take place in areas that are not visible to the public means that cannabis is still being 
relegated to dark back rooms. If San Francisco is going to embrace the cannabis 
industry, these consumption restrictions will stand firmly in the way of normalization. 

Absent more permitted locations for consumption, San Francisco residents and 
visitors will either consume in public, or be forced to hide in their homes. If San Francisco 
is committed to being a destination for responsible consumption of regulated cannabis, 
those that wish to partake should not have to struggle to find a place to do so. 

CMAC is not calling for consumption in public, as that will only exacerbate 
concerns about youth exposure and likely perpetuate the disproportionate police 
enforcement against people of color. Rather, CMAC hopes that San Francisco can instead 
establish rational regulations that will begin to remove the stigma that surrounds cannabis 
consumption. Possible avenues would be loosening the restrictions on where cannabis can 
be consumed on licensed premises, or the creation of a consumption-only permit for 
businesses that do no sell cannabis but .operate the types of establishments that cater to 



consumers who might be interested in consuming cannabis on-site. Denver's pilot program 
is a potential route. CMAC is eager to play an active role in helping determine the best 
path forward for San Francisco. Without more consumption lounges or accessory use 
consumption permits, legalization will be illusory at best. 

2. Adult Use Permits in place in time for Canna-tourism 

January 1, 2018 is fast approaching, and with it, millions of tourists to San Francisco 
are going to be expecting convenient access to legal adult-use cannabis. With no clear 
guidance on when adult-use permits will be issued, and the requirement that a business be 
an already-operating medical retailer prior to applying for an adult-use permit, San 
Francisco is poised to start the year with no licensed adult-use retailers. Instead of leading 
California's regulated cannabis industry, San Francisco will instead be viewed as a 
restrictive and unwelcoming city, and will push investment, tax, and tourism dollars 

. elsewhere. 

CMAC is also concerned that without sufficient licensed adult-use cannabis 
retailers, tourists who travel to San Francisco expecting to purchase (and consume) 
cannabis will simply look elsewhere. This means that the black market, the segment of the 
industry that regulation is striving to abolish, will instead thrive. San Francisco should 
have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, cons,umers will have safe and 
regulated options for adult-use cannabis. CMAC would recommend the creation of a 
temporary adult-use permit for currently-operating medical cannabis retailers. A 
temporary permit such as this would not guarantee permanent privileges, but would 
guarantee that San Francisco will be in the position to support a safe, regulated adult-use 
market from the outset. 

We are eager to work with you to refine the proposed cannabis regulations and 
prepare San Francisco for what will hopefully be a positive addition to the economy and 
culture of this great city. 

Thank you for your leadership in supporting San Francisco's neighborhoods and small 
businesses. 

Very truly yours, 

Co-signing organizations: 

GOLDEN GATE 
RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIAT'ION 

Gwyneth Borden, Executive Director 
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October 30, 2017 

The Honorable London Breed 

President, Board of Supervisors 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

. San Francisco, CA 94102 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoi= 
COMMERCE 

RE: Cannabis Regulations, Board of Supervisors File Numbers 171041 and 171042 

Dear President Breed: 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, San Francisco Travel Association, the Council of District Merchants 

Associations and Golden Gate Restaurant Association are writing to urge the Board of Supervisors to consider a number 

of issues arising out of the current drafts of both the Planning Code and Police .code amendments regarding the 

regulation of adult-use cannabis. 

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack of timely and 

clear direction from the State of California, we believe the legislation as drafted is problematic for existing local canr:iabis 

businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the 

influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As was stated in a recent letter to the Planning Commission by the 

California Music and Culture Association (CMAC); "San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 

2018, consumers will have safe and regulated options for adult-use cannabis." 

We urge the Board of Supervisors to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation: 

1} Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to ensure that the 

issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by city government. To do otherwise, 

puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating businesses. 

2} Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, operating 

"below the radar" in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not authorize for such uses. 

These "cottage businesses" may actually co-exist in some, if not all neighborhoods, and the Commission should 

urge the City to consider a "non-conforming use" process for these locations. 

3} New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing small cannabis 

businesses to apply for such permits. 

4} Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in January of 

2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a temporary business permit to 

sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These handful of local businesses should be 

encouraged to meet the demand for what will be a legal product next year. 



5) Reasonable "Green Zones" where cannabis retailers can conduct business is critical if we are to reduce clustering 

of these businesses. Excluding locations within 600 feet from a school, as set forth in the draft ordinance, is 

reasonable and should not be increased. 

6) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial districts is an 

appropriate legislative objective, using a 300-foot radius standard may not be the best solution. The "orbit 

option" set forth in the Planning Commission staff report and supported by that Commission is worthy of serious 

co.nsideration by the Board of Supervisors. 

7) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was pointed out in 

the CMAC letter, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption at licensed premises and create a 

consumption-only and special event permit. In addition, accessory use permits must be developed both for sale 

and consumption of cannabis. What we do not want is an ordinance that results, for lack of other options, in an 

increase in cannabis smoking on public sidewalks, parks and plazas. The City of Denver.enacted a consumption 

pilot program ordinance that the Board of Supervisors should consider as a model for San Francisco. 

8) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within San Francisco. 

On our initial read, this restriction may violate the commerce clause of the U.S. Constitution. Additionally, if 

followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based businesses from delivering into adjacent 

cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and 

business licensing, not a ban. 

The San Francisco business community looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of Supervisors, city 

departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our residents and visitors for the safe, 

lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of cannabis and establishment of related businesses in 

San Francisco. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus Cassandra Costello 
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce San Francisco Travel Association 

Gwyneth Borden Henry Karnilowicz 

Golden Gate Restaurant Association San Frr,mcisco Council of District Merchants Associations 

cc. Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all Supervisors; Mayor Lee, Nicole Elliott 



October 18, 2017 

Mr. Rich Hills 

President, San Francisco Planning Commission 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

RE: Cannabis Regulations 2017-010365PCA 

Dear President Hills: 

SAN 
FRANCISCO 
CHAMBERoF 
COMMERCE 

File No. 171041 
Received via email 
10/19/17 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce, representing over 2,500 local businesses from throughout the 

city, is writing to urge the Planning Commission to consider a number of issues arising out of the current 

drafts of both the Planning Code and Police Code amendments regarding the regulation of adult-use 

cannabis. 

While we recognize the huge effort that has gone into the draft legislation and, until very recently, a lack 

of timely and clear direction from the State of California, the Chamber believes the legislation as drafted 

is problematic for existing local cannabis businesses, unnecessarily delays reasonable access to cannabis 

for adult use and will not meet the expectations of the influx of visitors to the city seeking cannabis. As 

was stated in a recent letter to the Com miss.ion by the California Music and Culture Association (CMAC); 

"San Francisco should have a clear plan to ensure that come January 1, 2018, consumers will have safe 

and regulated options for adult-use cannabis." 

We urge the Planning Commission to recommend the following changes to the draft legislation: 

1) Any transition provisions impacting current medical dispensary permits should be drafted to 

ensure that the issuance of temporary permits is a ministerial and not discretionary action by 

city government. To do otherwise, puts at risk the continued operation of lawfully operating 

businesses. 

2) Zoning laws must recognize that much of the cannabis industry is comprised of small businesses, 

operating "below the radar" in locations that current ordinances or the draft legislation do not 

authorize for such uses. These "cottage businesses" may actually co-exist in some, if not all 

neighborhoods, and the Planning Commission should consider a "non-conforming use" process 

for these locations. 



3) New permits under the yet to be drafted equity program, should include the right of existing 

small businesses to apply for such permits. 

4) Rather than prohibiting existing medical cannabis dispensaries from selling adult-use cannabis in 

January of 2018, the draft legislation should specifically allow such businesses to receive a 

temporary business permit to sell cannabis products as anticipated under Proposition 64. These 

handful of local businesses should be encouraged to meet thel demand for what will be a legal 

product next year. 

5) While the buffering of cannabis retail uses to minimize impacts in neighborhood commercial 

districts is an appropriate legislative objective, using a 300 foot radius standard may not be the 

best solution. Your staff has recommended a number of alternative mechanisms. The "orbit 

option" set forth in the staff report is worthy of serious consideration by the Commission and 

Board of Supervisors. 

6) The draft legislation makes consumption, especially by visitors, almost impossible. Again, as was 

pointed out the CMAC letter of October 16, the city needs to loosen restrictions on consumption 

at licensed premises and create a consumption-only and special event permit. In addition, 

accessory use permits must be developed both for sale and consumption of cannabis. 

7) The draft legislation restricts the delivery of cannabis to businesses that are only located within 

San Francisco. On our initial read, this restriction may violate the commerce clause of the U.S. 

Constitution. Additionally, if followed by other communities, it may prevent San Francisco-based 

businesses from delivering into adjacent cities and counties, which is a disservice to our local 

businesses. It appears that the solution is permitting and business licensing, not a ban. 

The San Francisco Chamber of Commerce looks forward to working with the Commission, the Board of 

Supervisors, city departments and the cannabis industry to insure we meet the expectations of our 

residents and visitors for the safe, lawful and timely implementation of state law for the adult use of 

cannabis and establishment of related businesses in San Francisco. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Lazarus 

Senior Vice President of Public Policy 

cc. Each member of the Planning Commission, clerk of the Board of Supervisors, to be distributed to all 

Supervisors, Mayor Ed Lee, Nicole Elliott 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Jewel Zimmer <jewel@cocoacollectionsf.com> 

Saturday, October 21, 2017 3:56 PM 
Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; 

Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS) 

Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 

171042 

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors, 

My Name is Jewel Zimmer and I own a boutique chocolate company in here in 
SF. http://cocoacollectionsf.com/artisan In the past 18 months I have been working to transition my company 
into the cannabis world by doing diligent amounts research, having intellectual conversations with 
analytical labs, chemists, formulators, medical experts, Co2 extractors, farmers and potential delivery 
partners. As well as, establishing articles, Tax ID, sellers permit and investing extensive amounts of 
time and money into trying to make the most responsible legal and financial decisions possible to 
launch in this emerging market. I made the decision not to take on a lease before I understood 
exactly what would be asked of me as a manufacturer to comply with the city of San Francisco's new 
regulations. Now that I know what is expected of me, I am in a compromised position to register 
because I did not secure a zoned location before September 26 2017. 

I am writing you today to formally acknowledge that I agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for 
registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that 
requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 
Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 

I ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San 
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a 
zoned permitted location. I also ask that you consider shared kitchen spaces for manufacturers. This 
mirrors the current bay area food provenders and how we work collectively to help leverage one 
another. 

Thank you for your time. 

In partnership, 

Jewel Zimmer 

Jewel Zimmer 
San Francisco Ca 94102 
415-305-8421 
www.cocoacollectionsf.com 
www.juna-world.com (coming soon) 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Flour Child Collective < hello@flourchild.org > 
· Saturday, October 21, 2017 4:32 PM 

Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 
Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; 
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042" in the subject line 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Stephany Gocobachi, I am a native of San Francisco and a member of the SF cannabis community, 
and I agree with the Small Business Co111mission's suggested 2 step registration process. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information 
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not 
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Many producers are currently running cottage operations, out of their homes, as per Article 33. We have been 
waiting on the City's regulations to see what the next move is. For a small business, it isn't affordable to rent 
and build out a space until zoning is finalized, so many of us have been waiting to see what is going to happen 
before making a move. We started looking for space this year, and found one in the Dogpatch we loved that 
seemed like it would be a perfect fit- when we spoke with a lawyer about it, he basically told us that it would 
probably be ok but there was no guarantee- so we held off until there was more information. Alas, it would 
have been perfect, but we couldn't afford to build out a space and have it turn out to be in the wrong zone. 

Many of those working from home kitchens are afraid to come forward and state they are doing business as 
such, for fear of their landlord being contacted for an inspection and losing housing, or being slapped with 
fines and fees. Many of us have been waiting on manufacturing regulations to know what to do next, and 
don't plan on continuing to work from home for long (and for some with growing businesses, can't). Please 
consider some sort of grace period for cottage manufacturers to get up to speed, and a reasonable pathway to 
get there. 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 
With the condition that we will find a properly zoned location by a certain date. 

Additionally, it should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis 
businesses, with each business holding their own permits but sharing use of a DPH-approved & permitted 
space. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the 
same kitchen. Many small businesses don't need a large space, or can't afford one. Without this option­
especially in the real estate market of San Francisco- there is no pathway for small businesses to grow. Small, 
artisan manufacturing would die. This is the backbone of the industry, and always has been. In terms of safety 
as well, it would be beneficial to have multiple business sharing in one location. The dispensaries and patients 
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of San Francisco currently rely on these small producers heavily- without us, there won't be any quality 
products on the shelves. As tiny businesses, it's extremely difficult to go from being compliant in the current 
climate to making such a fast jump into such a vastly different one. This way, we could band together and 
come up to compliance collectively, and give small businesses a chance in this new environment. 

Thank you for your time, hard work and your consideration. 

Best, 
Stephany Gocobachi 
Founder, Flour Child 
m. 415.251.3541 
www.flourchild.org 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Sharon Krinsky <sharon@societyjane.com> 
Saturday, October 21, 2017 5:21 PM 
Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 
Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Yee, Norman (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); 
Cohen, Malia (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Sharon Krinsky and I am CEO and Founder of Hassell Girls, In:c. (DBA Society Jane), a 
Proposition 215 Medical Cannabis Collective and delivery service in San Francisco. We have been incorporated 
and conducting business since December of2015 and are hoping to continue operating once the new regulations 
for cannabis businesses go into effect. 

I am writing to lend my support and agreement to the Small Business Commission's suggested two-step 
registration process as outlined below: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for 
registration to be only proof of existence by 9126. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that 
requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 

Additionally, 
It should be possible to share a space/8ddress with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food 
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you 
know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it is. 

There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work. I will do whatever I can to help, but we can't succeed without you 
and your level-headed and common-sense guidance. 

Not only is Society Jane my livelihood, it is also a lifeline for many patients seeking relief from debilitating pain and chronic 
health issues. If I am not able to register and obtain a license for Society Jane, the health and well-being of our members is at 
risk. 

I will be attending Monday's meeting at 2:30 pm at City Hall in Room 400 to show my support for the Small Business 
Commission's suggested registration process. I hope you will join me in lending your support as well. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Krinsky 

Sharon Krinsky, Founder I CEO 
SOCIETY JANE TM 

wvvw.societvjane.corn 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

bridget may < bridget@littlegreenbee.net> 
Saturday, October 21, 2017 10:57 PM 
Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 
Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, 
Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; 
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042" in the subject line 

Dear Office of Cannabis, Small Business Commission, and Board of Supervisors, 

My Name is Bridget May and I run a small cannabis topicals company in San Francisco called Little 
Green Bee. I make massage oil for localized pain and skin ailments as well as cosmetics such as eye 
cream and serum. Here is my website: 

http://www.littlegreenbee.net/ 

I have been incorporated since 2015 and am part of the supply chain to several delivery-only 
dispensaries including Sava and FoggyDaze: 

https://www.getsava.com/ https://foggydazedelivery.com/ 

My background is in botany and chemistry, and I continue to work in the biotech industry as an 
analytical chemist to help pay my rent in San Francisco. I planned to devote myself full time to my 
business as soon as I was certain that I would be allowed to continue under the new regulations. I have 
all the requirements for doing business in the City and County of San Francisco (and California), such 
as business registration, seller's permit, and corporate meetings and bylaws. I have established an EIN 
with the IRS and I have been paying taxes since I began. However, I am currently working out of my 
home under cottage laws which I now know will not be legal come January of 2018. With the new 
regulations I find myself in a compromised position to register for a local permit because I did not 
secure a zoned location before September 26 2017. 

I am writing to lend my support for the creation of a two-step registration process as outlined below so 
that I, like many others in my position, will have a path forward and the ability to remain in business 
under the new regulations. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of 
information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 26SEP2017. This mirrors 
Oakland's process, which does not require a location (this requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward 
compliance. 
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Also, make it possible to share a space or address with other manufacturers or other cannabis 
businesses. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental 
space in the same kitchen, creating a collective/co-op shared kitchen and community space, in which 
each producer or business is individually permitted but shares a commissary space or central hub. The 
rental market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it 
is. There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work! 

I ask that you take these suggestions seriously, as my future as a small cannabis business in San 
Francisco is dependent upon being able to register and work my way towards compliance with a zoned 
permitted location. 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration, 

Bridget 
Little Green Bee 
(415) 652-1335 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

- ,- --1 

David Rothenberg <dave@mightyfoods.co> 

Sunday, October 22, 2017 12:29 PM 
Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, 

London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff 
(BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, 

Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS) 

Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 

171042 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is David Rothenberg. I'm Founder and CEO of a nutraceuticals startup Called Mighty Health Co that 
makes dietary supplements with very low doses of cannabis. 

I'm writing this email to advocate for the staff suggestions from the Small Business commission's 2 step 
registration process for cannabis companies: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information 
required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not 
require a location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward 
compliance. 

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis 
businesses. It should mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the 
same kitchen. 

Many of us hope to help consumers discover new health and wellness options in the legal cannabis market. 
There has to be a way to help small businesses make it work in San Francisco. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Dave Rothenberg 
Mighty Health Co. 
cell: 650-861-1357 

1 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Clayton Coker <clayton@somatik.us> 

Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:31 PM 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office of Cannabis 

(ADM); SBC (ECN) 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff 

(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell; Mark (BOS); 

Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 

171042 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of 
Supervisors, 

I'1n Clayton Coker of Somatik, a local Cannabis business in San 
Francisco. I ain writing in support of the two-step registration process 
suggestion outlined in the Office of Sn1all Business staff report. Here's 
an example of our suggested process: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in 
operation. Reduce ainount of information required for registration to 
be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, 
which does not require a location (that require1nent is considered a 
barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Off er a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming 
businesses to move toward· compliance. 

Additionally, It should be possible to share a space/address with other 
manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food 
industry with 1nany caterers or food producers sharing rental space in 
the same kitchen. 

The rental n1arket in SF can be prohibitively expensive, and we are a 
new, not yet profitable business and we're excited to be a permitted 

1 



cannabis business helping to diversify San Francisc9's economy, and 
preserve a wide range of business types and sizes. We need your help 
to ensure s1nall businesses can not only survive, but thrive in San 
Francisco. 

Sincerely 
Clayton Coker 
Son1atik Inc. 

2 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Chris Schroeder (Somatik) <chris@somatik.us> 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:37 PM 
Clayton Coker; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); Office 
of Cannabis (ADM); SBC (ECN) 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Kim, Jane.(BOS); Sheehy, Jeff 
(BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); 
Yee, Norman (BOS) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042 

Heya Small Business Commission, Office of Camrnbis, and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Chris Schroeder, the founder of Somatik, a local Cam1abis business in San 
Francisco. We are members o.f SF Made and advocates of a diverse SF economy. Thank you 
so much for your willingness to help usher legal cannabis businesses into San Francisco -
we couldn't do it without your support. 

I'm writing to support a two-step registration process as outlined in the Office of Small 
Business staff report. Here's an example of our suggested process: 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount 
of information required for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors 
Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that require1nent is considered a 
barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconfonning businesses to move 
toward compliance .. 

We also hope it will be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other 
cannabis businesses. The cannabis industry should mirror the food industry where caterers 
and food producers can share rental space in the same· kitchen. 

The real estate market in SF can be prohibitively expensive to. Small business. We are a 
new, not yet profitable business and we're excited to be a permitted cannabis business 
helping to diversify San Francisco's economy. We need your help to ensure small businesses 
·can not only survive, but thrive in San Francisco. Thank you for your thne. I'll see some of 
you at tomorrow's SBC meeting. 

Sincerely 
Clu·is Schroeder 

1 



Sornatik Inc. 
www.sornatik.us 

-Chris Schroeder 

Founder, Somatik Inc. 
vvvvw.somatik. us 
415-342-3565 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

jmedsl@yahoo.com 
Sunday, October 22, 2017 1:44 PM 
Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, 
Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Office of Cannabis (ADM); Somera, Alisa (BOS); 
Somera, Alisa (BOS); SBC (ECN); Mahajan, Menaka (ECN) 
Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 
171042 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Jeffrey and 
I am writing in support of the two-step registration process suggestion outlined in the Office of Small Business staff 
report. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required for 
registration to be only proof of existence by 9126. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a location (that 
requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 
Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 
Additionally, 
It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should mirror the food 
industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental market in SF is, as you 
know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it is. There has to be a way to help small businesses 
make it work. · 

Sincer/y 

Jeffrey Ko/sky 
Director J MEDS 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

MoonMan's Mistress <moonmansmistress@gmail.com> 

Sunday, October 22, 2017 2:02 PM 
Mahajan, Menaka (ECN); SBC (ECN); Office of Cannabis (ADM); alisasomera@sfgov.org; 

Major, Erica (BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Fewer, 

Sandra (BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); 

hillary.ronen@sfgv.org; Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS) 

Public comment regarding Proposed Cannabis Ordinances, BOS File Nos. 171041 and 

171042 

Dear Small Business Commission, Office of Cannabis, and Board of Supervisors, 

My name is Jamel Ramiro and Liz Rudner, Co-Founders of MoonMan's Mistress, an edible manufacturer based out 
of San Francisco and we 
agree with the Small Business commission's suggested 2 step registration process. 

Step 1: ALL existing businesses register and show they were in operation. Reduce amount of information required 
for registration to be only proof of existence by 9/26. This mirrors Oakland's process, which does not require a 
location (that requirement is considered a barrier to entry). 

Step 2: Offer a provisional temporary permit to allow nonconforming businesses to move toward compliance. 
Additionally, 
It should be possible to share a space/address with other manufacturers or other cannabis businesses. It should 
mirror the food industry with many caterers or food producers sharing rental space in the same kitchen. The rental 
market in SF is, as you know, prohibitively expensive, and I am not even breaking even yet as it is. There has to be 
a way to help small businesses make it work. 

We truly appreciate your consideration and support as a very small buinsess in this industry doing it's best to stay 
compliant with all the rules and regulations. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Jamel Ramiro & Liz Rudner 
Co-Founders, MoonMan's Mistress 
www.moonmansrnistress.com 

www.1110011 mansm istress.com 

instagram @moonmansmistress 
like us facebook 
follow us twitter 

1 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 4, 2017 

Lisa Gibson : . 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 171041-2 

On October 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 171041-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, 
cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process 
for the conversion of existing Medica.1 Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis 
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for 
cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of 
medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete 
superseded Planning Code prov1s1ons; affirming the Planning 
Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the 
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, 
Section 302. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

·~rk-~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 
Attachment 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 4, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On October 3, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following substitute legislation: 

File No. 171041-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~lo-~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 

. Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

Barbara A Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department 
Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DA TE: October 4, 2017 

SUBJECT: SUBSTITUTE LEGISLATION 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee h.as received the following 
substitute legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on October 3, 2017: 

File No. 171041-2 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1} regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the 
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org. 

c: Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health 
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health 
Rowena Carr, Police Department 
Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department 
Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department 
Viva Magi, San Francisco Unified School District 
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District 
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District 



City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Nicole Elliott, Director, Office of Cannabis 

Barbara A Garcia, Director, Department of Public Health 
William Scott, Police Chief, Police Department 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks Department 
Dr. Vincent Matthews, Superintendent, San Francisco Unified School District 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: October 2, 2017 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following 
proposed legislation, introduced by Mayor Lee on September 26, 2017: 

File No. 171041 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

If you have comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me at the 
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102 or by email at: erica.major@sfgov.org. 

c: Greg Wagner, Department of Public Health 
Colleen Chawla, Department of Public Health 
Rowena Carr, Police Department 
Kristine Demafeliz, Police Department 
Sarah Madland, Recreation and Parks Department 
Viva Magi, San Francisco Unified School District 
Esther Casco, San Francisco Unified School District 
Danielle Houck, San Francisco Unified School District 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDtrTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 
TO: Regina Dick-Endrizzi, Director 

Small Business Commission, City Hall, Room 448 

FROM: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

DATE: October 2, 2017 

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
Land Use and Transportation Committee 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportation Committee has received the following 
legislation, which is being referred to the Small Business Commission for comment and 
recommendation. The Commission may provide any response it deems appropriate within 12 
days from the date of this referral. 

File No. 171041 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, 
among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery­
only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis 
testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) 
establish a land use process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating 
conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal Ordinance No .. 186-17, which limited the number 
of medical cannabis dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded 
Planning Code provisions; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the 
California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, Convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission's response to me at the Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
**************************************************************************************************** 
RESPONSE FROM SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION - Date: --------

No Comment 

Recommendation Attached 

Chairperson, Small Business Commission 

c: Menaka Mahajan, Small Business Commission 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 2, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 171041 

· Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~Irr~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



BO~RD of SUPERVISORS 

Planning Commission 
Attn: Jonas lonin 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Commissioners: 

October 2, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation: 

File No. 171041 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. ' 

·The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for 
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and 
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

tT~~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning 
Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Lisa Gibson, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
AnMarie Rodgers, Senior Policy Advisor 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

Lisa Gibson 
Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Dear Ms. Gibson: 

October 2, 2017 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

File No. 171041 

On September 26, 2017, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation: 

File No. 171041 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, 
including, among other things, adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis 
Dispensaries, delivery-only services, manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis 
cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in 
additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use process for the conversion of 
existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis Retail establishments; 4) 
establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 5) repeal 
Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis dispensaries 
in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code provisions; 
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General 
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public 
necessity, convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 
302. 

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review. 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

~r1rr~ 
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk 

Land Use and Transportation Committee 

c: Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN rvi. LEE 

TO: I" ,,.,,, Angela Calvillo, Cler~~~~~>of ;upervisors 

FROM: 1.~ Mayor Edwin M. Lee:::::-~·' ::::> · 

RE: Substitute Ordinance - File 171041 - Planning Code - Cannabis 
Regulation· 

DATE: October 3, 2017 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a substitute ordinance amending 
the Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, 
adult use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, 
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allo.w 
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use 
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis 
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which· limited the number of medical.cannabis 
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code 
provisions; affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, 
convenience, and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

- \' 
·. , EDWIN M. LEE 

,' I'--' , ~--' t_ ~- I~', 

TO: 

FROM:V 

RE: 
DATE: 

.. ' 
''•I 

?,., L· I 3 
r1 ( ·1·1' \ • i 
lO 

---··) AV- ---
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of~ t~"~.J~p .r:d::Q.~f ~)JP.enti~ 
Mayor Edwin M. Lee~- · .... --: ( · · 

' -;;::: . . .. 
Planning Code - Cannabis Regulation · ·· 
September 26, 2017 

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is an ordinance. amending the 
Planning Code to 1) regulate cannabis land uses, including, among other things, adult 
use cannabis retail, Medical Cannabis Dispensaries, delivery-only services, 
manufacture of cannabis products, cannabis cultivation, and cannabis testing; 2) allow 
Medical Cannabis Dispensaries in additional zoning districts; 3) establish a land use 
process for the conversion of existing Medical Cannabis Dispensaries to Cannabis 
Retail establishments; 4) establish location and operating conditions for cannabis uses; 
5) repeal Ordinance No. 186-17, which limited the number of medical cannabis 
dispensaries in Supervisorial District 11; and 6) delete superseded Planning Code 
provisions; and affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General Plan 
and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and public necessity, 
convenience and welfare findings pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302. 

I respectfully request that.this item be heard in Land Use Committee. 

Please note that this legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisor Sheehy. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Mawuli Tugbenyoh (415) 554-5168. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN F13ANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


